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EDITORIAL: THE FEAR OF TOLERANCE 


I am sure that there were many significant events that 
transpired in 1985 of which I am not aware, but from reading 
brotherhood publications, probably the most exciting thing 
to come along on the spiritual front was the various "unity" 
gatherings between Church of Christ and Christian Church 
brethren. And it was almost comical to note the reaction of 
our legalistic brethren. We have only to mention the fact 
that Church of Christ and Christian Church brethren will 
meet (for whatever the purpose} and the Pharasiac element 
breaks out in hives and brings out a flood of articles on the 
"evils" of instrumental music. It seems that the very men~ 
tion of unity carries with it the strains of organ music. 
Some are obscessed with an abnormal fear, and isn't it 
rather strange that it's over something the Bible says ab- 
solutely nothing about? I have stated my feelings in past 
articles on the scripturality of instrumenta! music in corp- 
orate worship and feel no necessity to repeat myself here. 
However, I still maintain that the Bible says nothing one way 
or the other about the use of instruments. In fact, I think it 
would be hard, if not impossible, for one to prove from the 
Bible that there is even such a thing as "corporate" worship. 
I can read nowhere in scripture where brethren came to- 
gether on a weekly basis to conduct a "worship service." 
Yes, we can read where the brethren at Corinth came to- 
gether to "take the Lord's Suger.'"' But it was not "taken" 
as a corporate act of worshipbut as a "'celepration" of the 
Lord's death and resurrection, and primarily the latter. 
What is there to celebrate in a person's death? Perhaps 
this is why the "'act''is carried out in such a funera]-~home 
atmosphere. We pit the emphasis on the Lord‘s death in- 
stead of his resurrection. Without the resurrection there 
would hardly be a cause for celebration. The manner in 
which the Lord's Supper is observed todayis a far cry from 
the first century celebration of the "love feast." To do that 
today would bring down the wrath of the brotherhood. 


Since the Bible says nothing about corporate worship, then 
our practice is derived from tradition, a tradition that has 
it's beginning in the sixteenth century reformation. Before 
brethren begin to prove the sinfulness of instrumental music 
they must first prove that first century Christians came to— 
gether for the pirpose of engaging in acts of corporate wor~ 
ship. They must then prove that congregational singing was 
a part of that "act'', either by command or example. Failing 
to prove that the church in the first century engaged even in 

(turn to page 17) 
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The Second Error 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


In our previous article we postulated that the cardinal 
religious error of all times was that of transposing Jesus 
from the Lord of life and glory into the "folk hero" of a sect. 
By any method of measuring that sect was powerful and 
dynamic. It aspired to become catholic, a word meaning 
universal. But division is built into a sect. It is an in- 
herent ingredient. A sect is a division from the body, so 
division is built into the body of the sect. It is like inherited 
cancer. It is in the spiritual genes. 


By making a "folk hero" out of Jesus it was possible to 
use his name in invocation for all kinds of brutality, lust and 
insensitivity. The conquest of the people along the Rhine, 
the persecution of the Franks, the cruelty to the Jews in the 
Inquisition in Spain are all cases in point. Men became like 
animals in the name of Jesus. The Crusades, now glorified 
from a distance, were expeditions into rapine, and slaughter, 
almost unequalled until the time of the Holocaust. The im- 
moral conduct of the kings and noblemen of England was a 
sad commentary on the Christ whose name was badgered 
about. The persecution of the Waldensians and Albigensians 
will always remain as a bloody stain on the ramient of the 
mother of sects. 


The harm done to the body of Christ by Rome is almost 
incalculable. But the frightful result of the treatment ren- 
dered against the head of the body is the greatest tragedy. 
Trees were carved into images suspended upon a cross, and 
the crucifix became an idol before which men genuflected 
while their hearts were far from him. Days of significance 
were stolen from pagan gods, and given a veneer or gloss 
making them acceptable to those who should know better. 
For, in Christ, there are no holy days, no holy places, no 
holy things. There are only holy people. 


Man being a rational creature, always seeks to improve 
his lot. Made in the image of his God, but with his feet 
still mired in the stinking, sucking muck of the world, he 
struggles for higher ground. He has thought, and planned, 
and executed great reformations. He has struggled, fought, 
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bled and died for children of his brain. But, always and 
forever, he has done so with the taint of sectarianism cling- 
ing to his garment and polluting the air about him. 


Martin Luther effected a tremendous change in the relig~ 
ious climate of his day. He was partially blocked from 
further changes by the counter-reformation. But his effort, 
despite his opposition, ended up "a denomination." To de-~ 
nominate means "to name." It specifically means "to name 
in order to distinguish itself from others." A denomination 
is, by nature, both inclusive and exclusive. It does not, by 
use of its name, exclude pagans. It excludes other believers. 
So, as other reforms grew, the number of names used to 
denominate also grew. 


Some called themselves after the men who began them = 
Lutherans, Wesleyans, Mennonites and Amish. Some called 
themselves after the form of government they espoused — 
Episcopalian and Presbyterian. Others called themselves 
after an ordinance — Baptists. Others from an event in his- 
tory — Pentecostals. Others after their constituency —Dis-= 
ciples of Christ. Others by the head of the whole body — 
Church of Christ. The interesting feature is that everyone 
of these, seeking identification for the creed which bound 
them together, used a word as a title which was never used 
by the Holy Spirit, but was injected into the version he 
authorized by King James of England. 


The term used by the Spirit for the redeemed and justified 
ones was ekklesia, the called out. It is from ek, out, and 
kaleo, to call. The word "church", on the other hand, is 
from kuriakos, a wholly different term. It was borrowed 
from the feudal regime of the Middle Ages. It is used now 
to refer to an institutional system, in which those of a 
certain intellectual bias, or prejudice, function. There is 
only one body of the called out, because God does the calling 
through His Holy Spirit. And God never called anyone into 
antagonism with another. They were called together in one 
body. But there can be, and there are, as many churches 
as there are varieties of opinion. 


This is the second profound error of "the people of the 
Way." First, they dethroned Jesus from his rightful place. 
Then they misappropriated a word to describe the body of 
believers. Satan, the archedeceiver of the ages, did a clever 
"snow job"'on the saints. It is noteworthy that Alexander 
Campbell, who believed and vehemently argued that there 
would never be a real reformation without a revision of the 
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slanted translations generally in use, brought to America 
the work of Dr. George Campbell, Ja’ 2s McKnight and 
Philip Doddridge. He published it under the title of "Living 
Oracles."' The word "church" nowhere occurs in it. But 
the virus of ecclesiasticism had so affected men that it did 
not catch on. Soon the movement which began as a simple 
"Association" became a "church" and was caught up in all 
the rivalry for prominence. 


It is obvious that the prayer for the unity of believers can 
never be answered so long as there is a Presbyterian 
Church, a Methodist Church, a Baptist Church, a Pentecostal 
Church, a Church of God, a Christian Church, or a Church 
of Christ, in existence. So long as these exist and vie for 
place and fortune in the spotlight of the media, we can dis- 
miss the unity of believers as the forlorn dream of an un- 
realistic enthusiast. Unwittingly, all have become a part 
of the modern Babylon and confusion of tongues prevails 
among them. 


Babylon represents the first great power which attacked, 
cajtured and destroyed Jerusalem. God had a people in 
physical Babylon. He still has a people in spiritual Babylon. 
But they are not those who believe they are still in Jerusa- 
lem. The sects, the schisms, the denominations of today 
will never grow into the body of Christ. Not one of them 
will be chosen as his bride. Not one will be at the marriage 
feast of the Lamb. They are condemned to work harder .and 
grow smaller, to put their money into bags which have holes 
in them. The frenzied efforts of leading men in each sect 
will only serve to bankrugt it with no comparative gain being 
recognized. The brethren, regardless of the names by 
which they denominate themselves, are whistling in the 
cemetery at dusk. But there is no rustle among the grave- 
stones. The dead go on sleeping, quietly and undisturbed. 


What is the solution to our problem? Is there one? Or, 
are we doomed to go on perpetuating division, lending to it, 
encouraging it? Is it obvious we can never be used as instru- 
ments of peace until we are willing to humbly acinowledge 
that we were deluded into becoming part of the problem. We 
must renounce as a part of our strategy the idea that we 
shall win everyone to our way of thinking. There are actually 
two things we can do. Both of them have to do with our de- 
velopment of a proper perspective. 


We can begin to see Jesus as the Lord of the whole new 
creation and not just as the figurehead of a faction. And we 
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can realize that all who believe in Him and recognize Him 
as having been made our wisdom, righteousness, sanctifica- 
tion, and redemption, are certainly facing in the right 
direction. He is, therefore, the prime object of our devotion. 
Everything else is of secondary import. He is the Amen, the 
faithful and true witness, the beginning of the creation of 
God. He is the Way, the truth and the life. These have 
become a part of our vocabulary of scripture, now they must 
become a part of our vocation of service. 


We can stop thinking of "our movement" as "the church of 
the firstborn ones whose names are written in heaven’' and 
regard it as a breakthrough in the lives of certain of the 
called-out ones. It was at a certain historical moment when 
everything was ready. It always is. They were not the only 
called-out ones when they began and their heirs have never 
been the only called-out ones in any generation since. Let 
us reject the humanly-satisfying and flattering thought that 
we alone are the people of God and allow God to be the judge. 
"Who art thou that judgest another man‘s servant?" Let us 
begin to follow after the things which make for peace and 
things wherewith one may edify another. 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 





A SERMON MATERIALIZED 


There is a line in a poem that goes something like, "I had 
rather see a sermon than to hear one any day."" This is just 
what we have in the work being done at the CORNERSTONE 
in St. Louis, a sermon materialized. At an age when most 
people would be satisfied to hang it all up, bro. Ketcherside 
and his wife, Nell, seem to be getting their second wind. 
With his permission I reprint his latest newsletter which 
seems to depict the true meaning of this holiday season. 
— Editor 


* eK eK KH KH 


Cornerstone 


I am writing this on December 2. Thanksgiving has come 
and gone five days ago. A lot of the people we have come to 
know were fed at various charitable tables. We saw them on 
television. Some were interviewed. We recall one family 
of four wifh another one expected. They had been sleeping 
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in their car. We meet quite a few people whose car is the 
only home they have. They live, eat and sleep in it and use 
public washrooms for toilet facilities and bathing purposes. 


It is very cold here this morning. The temperature regis- 
tered 10 degrees above zero. The wind chill factor was 
about 20 below. I am sorry it is so cold but I am glad that 
we could help some suffering people. Nell gave away 75 
blankets the last two weeks. In addition she gave away 10 
pillows, 24 heavy winter coats for women, a bunch of lined 
jackets for men and a great pile of canned goods and other 
groceries. All of these were furnished by saints in various 
places who want to help relieve the homeless and the help- 
less. 


In addition we have 65 more blankets to start handing out 
this week. They will go rapidly. Nell does not give them 
out willy-nilly. She asks you to sign your name and put down 
your address, and she asks you about the need. It is not just 
a matter of getting a blanket but a question as to whether you 
need protection against the cold. We also now have ten more 
crib blankets, fifty pillows, and a fair number of men's and 
women’s jackets. 


We also have a supply of clothing for little girls. It all 
came from a man who was apparently quite well-to-do. He 
bought his own little girl everything her heart desired and 
when God called her away he could not part with anything she 
had ever used. Finally he gave it all to a brother to give to 
us and we will be distributing it to a number of mothers and 
prospective mothers through the grace of God and the kind- 
ness of a father who is grief-stricken and deeply hurt by his 
sad loss. 


It is a joy to be used of God to share the things you have 
sent and we deeply appreciate every one of you in His kaing- 
dom. 


One interesting feature about the work is that nothing is 
static. Those who only attend in staid meeting places pretty 
well know what is going to happen before they go. But any- 
thing is likely to happen with us. Last Saturday evening I had 
just finished teaching the second chapter of First Timothy to 
the 28 who had gathered when we heard the door open. A 
man appeared in the room where we were sitting. He was 
crying- He stammered out that he had sinned and fallen 
from grace and wanted us to pray for him. Then he turned 
and went out into the darlkmess. I never saw that happen in 
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one of our formal churches. We were sitting in a circle 
sharing our views together. 


The people who come to feed upon the Word are from all 
nationalities. They represent all kinds of backgrounds. 
There are Bohemian, Hungarian, Honduran, Chilean, and 
others. There are men who once lived in the throes of deep 
immorality. They come to us because we treat them like 
human beings, accept them where they are and as they are 
and seek to help whatever the need may be. 


We strive to be your eyes, your ears, your feet and your 
hands to them. But we also try to be their members in 
contacting you. A fine group of young people from a couple 
of churches took our little street kids downtown to a Tree of 
Lights program. Most of them had never been to anything 
like it. Another group of Christian Teen-Agers play volley~ 
ball and basketball with those who would undoubtedly go on 
the drug kick if it were not for the fact that they are estab- 
lishing another peer group. 


We have helped several pay their rent, take care of their 
gas and electric bills and other utilities. We ask an interest 
in your prayers that we may truly be ‘‘your servants for 
Jesus’ sake." Will you pray for us? Please do. It is very 
important that we maintain contact with God sothe fire will 
not go out. 


My address is 4420 Jamieson, Apt. C-1, St. Louis MO 
63109 and the teleghone is 645-4158. It would be a joy and 
privilege to hear from you anytime. God bless you. I am 
both yours and His.~ Carl Ketcherside 








THE MERGING OF MAGAZINES 


In January 1985 the VANGUARD, edited by Yater Tant, 
ceased publication and merged its readership with THE 
EXPOSITORY REVIEW. The Expository Review was owned 
by Bob Craig of Odessa, Texas and co-edited by Robert L. 
McDonald. Last May bro. Craig suffered a heart attack and 
had to cease publishing the TER. The readership was sub— 
sequently merged with a publication called The Perceptor 
Magazine of Beaumont, Texas, edited by Danny Brown. 


* *£ KK OK OK 


"Justification takes place in the mind of God and not inthe 
nervous system of the believer.” -C. I. Scofield 
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BEYOND GROUP DYNAMICS 
FELLOWSHIP DYNAMICS 


MICHAEL HALL PART 1 


Wherever there is a group of people, there are dynamic 
forces at work. We call these forces— Group Dynamics. 
But in the Body of Christ there is a set of forces that go 
beyond group dynamics to FELLOWSHIP DYNAMICS. These 
fellowship dynamics are dynamic principles that make for 
unity of brethren and effectiveness in ministry. These prin- 
ciples are powerful enough to channel our energy in harmon- 
ious ways so that ve can work together. 


Carl Ketcherside says, "If there's not a sufficient dynamic 
in our program to hold us together it is a foregone conclu- 
sion that it can never have the power to draw all others 
together" (Mission Messenger, 1967). Effectiveness in out- 
reach is related to effectiveness in brotherhood. 


THE FELLOWSHIP "DYNAMIC" 


1. Acceptance (Rom. 14:1-6). Welcome All! ‘Welcome... 
but do not introduce him straight away to the discussion of 
questions which can only raise doubts" (Barclay). "Accept 
the brother who is weak in faith but not for the purpose of 
deciding his scruples" (Alex. Campbell) 


"Receive" each and every person because God has received 
him (14:3), because Christ has received him (15:7) and be- 
cause God is able to make him stand (14:4). We are to 
receive others because we are not the Judge (15:4). Differ- 
ences are to be allowed and tolerated without making a 
campaign of trying to change others so that they conform to 
our image! 


Acceptance means Respect for the beliefs and ideas of 
others — even when we disagree. Acceptance means that we 
learn to be responsible to others in a caring way. 


2. Grace. A powerful dynamic that makes Christian 
Fellowship really powerful is grace. We grace each other 
as we have been graced: "In a word, accept one another as 
Christ accepted us to the glory of God" (15:7)! As we have 
been accepted unconditionally —and in spite of our imper- 
fections, so we accept each other. 


This grace response means that we do not judge (condemn) 
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those more liberal than us and that we do not judge (show) 
contempt) for those more conservative than us. We accept 
without conditions. 


This grace response also means that our aim is to build 
up community, to edify and never to tear down (14:19; 15:2). 
To accomplish this we bear with each other in our infirmi- 
ties and walk in love (14:15). Ovr task is to keep focused on 
the first priority —God's kingdom, mutual edification, not 
our methodological issues. If a brother has a good con- 
science about his beliefs and is "fully persuaded in his own 
mind’'(14:5)he should be allowed to practice his faith (14:22). 


Gracing another demands respect. More important than 
ovr issues are our godly relationships of love and kindness! 
We are to "walk in love'' toward one another (14:15). 


3. A God-Ward Focus. A third dynamic that energizes a 
local church is a godly focus that orients us completely to 
act on our beliefs ''as unto the Lord.'' Whether we partici- 
pate in eating meats or observing days we do it "unto the 
Lord''—to his glory and honor. This single-minded devotion 
keeps our sprits sweet and our motives pure. It saves us 
from bitterness, resentfulness, and ungodly conflict. 


Whatever we do (eat or refrain from eating) should be 
done in a devotional spirit toward God. This is a powerful 
dynamic for conflict situations for it keeps everybody focused 
on one common unity —God. And this is our ultimate unity! 
When issues predominate we become upset, angry, problem- 
centered, unworshipful, judgmental, and off-target! A God- 
focus of worship then is good psychology. 


Paul affirms that the kingdom (God's Reign) is righteous- 
ness, joy, and geace in the Spirit (14:17)! God should be our 
greatest affection. This verse also gives us a Clear picture 
of those yrerequisites that are absolutely essential and 
helps us to keep the other things in a secondary position. 


Most church conflicts and fights among brethren are over 
"issues" with the result that brethren lose a spirit of wor- 
ship. Paul says that we should never focus on any issue 
except our devotion to God (14:6; 15:9). Whatever shipwrecks 
praise is ungodly. 


This secret dynamic is often overlooked as a means for 
creating a unifying fellowship! "In honor of the Lord" is 
mentioned three times in verse 6. This also purifies our 
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beliefs for it gives our beliefs direction—worship. Other- 
wise our beliefs become mere mental furniture in the attic 
of our minds, abstract ideas that we argue about ~— but not 
dynamic enough to move us toacton. Paul wanted the per— 
son who fasted from meats to do so "in honor of the Lord." 
He wanted his consciousness filled with a sense of devotion 
to God, not a sense of his brother's liberalness. Neither 
way is superior in honoring God. God receives both! 


The opposite of a praising, God-honoring consciousness is 
a mind filled with resentment —despising/judging. By trying 
to run the lives of others we become judgmental, cranky, 
grumps. There's a difference between being conscientious 
about a belief and being cranky. Some people fume and fuss, 
complain and yell, and negatively gripe—but their conscious- 
ness isn't filled with a sense of refraining "in honor of God." 
They don't have a sweet spirit (1 Cor. 10:10). Others seem 
plagued with a "superiority complex" and are always looking 
down at others in cold contempt (Jas. 2:1-9; Lk. 18:9). 


4. Non-Destructiveness (Offensivelessness). The danger 
in fellowship is "causing a brother to fall." "Offending" in 
Romans 14 and 1 Corinthians 8 is not upsetting another, 
making another unhappy, but causing them to violate his 
conscience, sin against Christ, and fall from the spiritual 
life! Being "upset" is not the same as offending. Being 
offended is a much more serious thing —it is equivalent to 


"sinning". 


"Stumbling" isn't having your feelings hurt, it means to 
fall. It means that you violate your own conscience because 
you act in a way you believe is wrong. In 1 Corinthians 8:9- 
13 Paul gives a specific illustration. The "weak" brother is 
encouraged to do something that violates his conscience so 
that consequently he feels lost- The Greek word for stumble 
is scandalon which originally referred to a trapor snare. 
No one stumbles by experiencing a spiritual fall. Note the 
strong words used as synonyms for being offended: "destroy - 
ed,"’ "ruined," "grieved" (14:15,20). The one offended feels 
"condemned." Being offended doesn't arise from merely 
“observing"’ others engaging in behavior that one thinks 
wrong, but by actually "engaging" (participating ) in that 
behavior themselves. 


o- Accountability. The dynamic of accountability keeps 
us properly focused on our role and God's sole prerogative 
of judgment. Paul says we are to remember that we are 
accountable persons—who shall give account of ourselves 
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(not of anyone else) (14:10-13)) We are primarily responsible 
for ourselves, and only secondarily are we responsible to 
each other. 


Paul emphasizes personal responsibility as Christ's ser- 
vants. We are his servants, he is our Lord and it will be to 
him that we give account of ourselves. ‘Why do you pass 
judgment on your brother? Or you, why do you despise your 
brother? For we shall stand before the judgment seat of 
God" (14:10). 


6. Clear Conscience. Another dynamic is that of a clean 
and clear conscience. Paul urges that we live by our con-= 
science — our understanding of how we're to please God and 
to never violate our own personal beliefs (14:14, 22-23). To 
violate our self-awareness of God's mandates upon life is to 
"sin" (14:23). It lacks faith (trust) in God. 


Conscience is that part of our consciousness that gives 
us a sense of our moral rightness or wrongness. Cone 
science arises from our thinking, valuing, understanding, 
and believing. That's why it is vitally important that ‘each 
man be fully persuaded in bis own mind" (14:5). The tweak" 
brother who is seduced by a "stronger" brother to act 
against his beliefs either due to ignorance, newness in 
Christ, or lack of study. He is the one who is easily tempt- 
ed to follow the lead of a stronger brother and act in ways 
that wound his conscience. 


Conscience is to be violated by nobody. Abandoning our 
convictions is no solution. The strong are not to forsake 
their freedoms (14:20) and the weak are not to violate their 
scruples. Conscience is to be protected and respected— 
even when it might be improperly trained while at the same 
time slowly taught the way of God more perfectly (14:5, 14). 

(to be continued) 


1333 North 23rd Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
PROUT RETURNS TO JAPAN 


We are pleased to report that bro. Elmer Prout has been 
able to raise his support for his return to Japan as mission- 
ary for the Numazu Church of Christ. Bro. Prout is sup- 
ported mainly by the church in Roseville, California. Having 
spent 15 years in Japan already, bro. Prout felt that this 
was his calling and where he could do his most effective 
work. We're proud for him and hop that he will find time 
to write future articles for the Ensign. - Editor 
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PUBLIC EDUCATION 


J. James Aldert 


Public education has been the recipient of considerable 
criticism the last few years. Some of it has been deserved 
and some undeserved. Most of us who have been employed 
in public education for a number of years can tell some 
‘horror'' stories, especially those of us who have been in- 
volved in disciplining high school students. I know that I'm 
getting to be an old-timer when the teachers gather around 
me in the faculty lounge to hear me tell of the time I founda 
loaded gun ina locker, or of being attacked, or of tackling a 
drug user trying to escape from my office, or of having my 
home bombed. 


At times when I was handling the discipline at the local 
high school I considered getting out of public education, 
especially when my family was directly suffering as a result 
of my position. But I was never able to bring myself to the 
point of actually changing professions. As I] reflect upon 
this, I think it is primarily because of two things. One is 
that I believe that the purposes of public education are noble 
purposes. Second, every time that I get down I see some- 
thing in education that lifts me up and reminds me of how 
thrilling learning and teaching can be. 


Receytly I have seen two things that have encouraged me 
and I want to share them with you. Very easily they can be 
related to problems with which we are confronted as breth— 
ren in Christ. I think that we can learn from them and I 
hope you agree. 


1. HARMONY, BUT NOT UNISON 


For the last year {I have been attending a personnel acad- 
emy in the southern part of the state. We meet in the board 
room of a large school district. When I arrived at the last 
meeting, one whole wall had been decorated with various 
works of students of several different classrooms in the 
district. The students had done many different things with 
the same goalin mind—to learn. Some of the works were 
very simple, some elaborate. Not all of the students had 
the same abilities, desires, interests, or knowledge, yet 
they had worked side by szde together. Thus the title of the 
display - ''Harmony, But Not Unison.” 
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Whoever thought up the title expressed some creativity and 
insight. The display was impressive and the title provoked 
thought. Despite the criticisms of our public schools we 
have made some advances and are growing in knowledge. 
For some time we have recognized that because not all 
children have the same abilities that there is a need for in- 
dividualization. Besides this, we now know that not all learn 
in the same way. Some children tend to be auditory learners, 
some tactile, some visual, etc. A good teacher learns as 
much as possible about his/her students and plans the in- 
struction to meet their abilities and needs. 


Why is it that something so obvious as the fact that we are 
different, and different in abilities, so difficult for us to 
reéognize and accezt as brethren in Christ? Why {s it that 
brethren deny unity in diversity and malign those who teach 
the concept when a list of nearly one hundred subjects about 
which brethren disagree can be compiled, yet seldom do 
brethren sever feilowship .over these issues? Why. can 
brethren see the beauty of unity in diversity in music and 
nature and the planets and not seé such in the relationship of 
God's children? Why do we ignore the intimate symbols of 
unity in diversity given to us in the scriptures —the human 
body; marriage, the family —portraying to us how different 
and diverse brethren can function as one? 


Brethren, it is because of sectarian pride that we elevate 
certain issues to big issues or creedal tests or party tests 
and cause division over them. Every segment that wears 
the name church of Christ has done it. Each segment looks 
condescendingly upon the other segments and sweepingly 
accuses them of not respecting the authority of God's written 
word. That is not the case; thus it is not the answer to our 
divisions. 


Brethren, trying to coerce or force other brethren to con- 
form to our doctrinal creed witl never work. The history of 
the last century proves this. Rather than solving the prob- 
lem of division, this legalistic approach has created many 
more divisions and hinderedour efforts to preach the gospel. 
We have reaped what we have sown. Rather than emphasiz- 
ing conformity to the likeness of Christ, we have zealously 
pursued indoctrination of brethren to conform them to a 
party or sect. The more sectarians that we produced the 
more divisions we also produced. We can have harmony and 
unity without conformity and uniformity. We just have to 
accept it andreplace our sectarian pride with love. 
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2. QUALITY INDICATORS 


Our State Superintendent of Public Instruction, in an effort 
to upgrade our schools has initiated an Accountability Pro- 
gram. On an annual basis each school will get a Perform- 
ance Report which amounts to a report card. Like the 
students, schools will now be graded. On the schools report 
card will be a. list of Quality Indicators —~ standardized test 
scores, number of students enrolled in certain courses, etc. 
It's an experiment that has some positive possibilities. 
Needless to say, not all educators in the state are in agree- 
ment with the program. 


As J thought about these Quality Indicators one day, it 
came to me that we have Quality Indicators in our religion 
also and people are judging us by the manifestations. Un- 
fortunately J think we have a problem in what we regard as 
our high priority Quality Indicators. We emphasize per-—- 
functory attendance at our assemblies, correct methodology 
to the minute details of our corporate worship, and agree- 
ment in the shibboleths that distinguish our part of the Body 
from our brethren identified with other segments of the body 
of Christ. 


In other words, our Quality Indicators are not of such high 
Quality. In fact, they are legalistic and sectarian. They are 
not the Quality Indicators that Jesus emphasized in his 
earthly life and they are not the things that the inspired 
writers of the New Testament epistles emphasized. 


Notice what Jesus emphasized when he pictured the judg- 
ment scene in Matthew 25. Then in John 13:34, 35 he said, 
"A new commandment I giveto you, that you love one another; 
as I have loved you, that you also love one another. By this 
all will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for 
one another.'' There's no doubt that Jesus regards love as 
the number one Quality Indicator. The same could be said 
for the apostles, Paul, Peter, John, who wrote most of the 
New Testament letters. 


We are disciptes (learners) in the school of Christ. We 
are different and have different abilities, but we must never 
forget that we have the common bond of being enrolled to- 
gether in the same school. None of us are perfect and get 
straight A‘s so as to be deserving of heaven. Nevertheless, 
if we truly love God we will try to please Him and by grace 
through faith we will be saved eternally. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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LETTERS — —_— 


FLORIDA 


I just wanted to thank you for ENSIGN! Although I am of 
the "traditional"' or ''mainline™ persuasion, I still appreciate 
an ofen mind. 


OREGON 


We iook forward to receiving Ensign. I don’t know how 
many times { have read, ‘The Spirit of Fundamentalism." 
And after each reading I'm convinced a little more that the 
substance of that article has been and is the root of Church 
of Christ difficulties. I'm not a deep reader but I never 
read an article as short as it is and have so much truth, as 
I see it, packed into it. 


FLORIDA 


Thank you for sending the Volumes. I can't tell you how 
happy I am to have such good reading material. Truly a 
spiritual feast for which we are starved. If you have any 
old Volumes I would be happy to have them and I also look 
forward to receiving the monthly publication. 


ALABAMA 


Please discontinue my subscription to Ensign. While I 
am not in agreement with much that has been written, I have 
learned some things and have received some profit. I com-= 
mend the spirit in which the material is written. I'd like to 
visit you sometimes. 


WEST VIRGINIA 


I have been receiving a publication from "Good News 
Encounters" from Colorado. I recently wrote for some 
material which arrived today. Included in the material was 
something entitled, "Ensign" of which I did not request. But 
I am so happy it was included. Once I picked it up I could 
not put it down. It's GREAT! 

Who are you? Does anyone else put out anything along the 
same line of thinking? 


OHIO 


I was catching up on some reading the other day and the 
thought struck me that I hadn't paid anything for my Ensign 
subscrijtion for a while. I have enjoyed Ensign tremendous= 
ly, and the last few issues have been especially meaningful to 
me. Thank you very much for this very valuable service. 
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EDITORIAL ~from yage 2 


to prove that the church in the first century engaged even in 
"congregational" singing would make it rather difficult to 
prove that the use of the instrument is sinful. All this means 
that we have for quite a number of years anathematized our 
“other brethren" over an issue that is not addressed in 
scripture, even to the point of dividing the church. Our 
legalist brethren have "bound" where the Lord has not bound. 
This is the sin that has defeated the Lord's prayer for unity 
in John £7. If we were to look into the cause of all of our 
divisions we would find the same cause, i.e., brethren are 
binding where the Lord has not. This is inexcuseable. Itis 
a work of the flesh. It is carnal. It stems from pride. It 
is the "spirit’’ of fundamentalism, the kind that nailed even 
Jesus to the cross. 


Another thing noted in 1985 was that our "right" wing of 
the church is becoming more and more radical, and some 
predict that it will eventually divide the church once more. 
But at the same time we noted that many of our "silent" 
brethren are becoming more bold and are speaking out. We 
are somewhat encouraged over the beginning of a new pibli- 
cation called IMAGE, edited by Reuel Lemmons, mainly 
because of its emphasis on unity, peace and good will among 
brethren. However, it still has a way to go in removing 
sectarianism even from the minds of our milder brethren. 
But they say "Rome wasn't built in a day", and I suppose it 
is a slow process in bringing people out of their legalistic 
upbringing. When I see articles by Carl Ketcherside and 
Leroy Garrett appearing in IMAGE, then I'll know that we 
are out of the woods. And until we reach that point, all the 
words about unity, tolerance, love and peace will be empty. I 
think we are going to have to practice what we preach before 
anyone will take us seriously. Most of our "moderate" 
brethren agree with what Carl and Leroy are saying, and 
have been saying for years, but they have yet to reach the 
point of acknowledging it. Until they do so, they have not 
reached spiritual maturity. They fear the disfavor of man 
more than the wrath of God. The signs are good that things 
will change. The world is changing. The church must also 
change or lose its influence in the world. Spiritual bigotry 
and intolerance will find little room in the new world that is 
now in the process of forming. In some respects society is 
becoming more mature than our churches. The church can 
lose its influence in a nation, as evidenced in many European 
countries where Christianity once flourished. The image of 
the Church in our nation has suffered in recent years. 
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Not least among the significant happenings in 1985 was the 
Little Rock lawsuit brought against the elders of the Sixth & 
Izard Church of Christ (even though the suit was first filed 
in Nov. of 84). The suit, Brown vs. Gipson, challenged the 
elders to open financial records of the church for inspection 
by the members. The elders maintain that they have total 
authority over such matters and that members have no right 
to challenge the decision of the eldership. Attorney for the 
plaintiff is Bob Scott, a member of Sixth and Jzard, who 
was later barred from representing Brown because of a 
"conflict of interest" since he had on one occasion represent- 
ed the church in a legal matter. Bro. Scott won an appeal 
to intervene on behalf of Brown as "party plaintiff."" The 
Sixth and izard church had previously filed to become a 
“limited liability corporation" and in so doing they then be- 
came subject to certain laws in the state of Arkansas; such 
as holding elections to choose new directors (elders), to 
disclose salaries and benefits paid to employees, submit 
financial reports, etc. The elders had failed to make any 
of these matters public. Not only were they in violation of 
the laws of Arkansas but more seriously they were violating 
the scriptures in "lording it over" the congregation. 


The elders sought a dismissal on the ground that the suit 
violated the Constitutional right of "freedom of religion." 
But the judge ruled that the case didn't involve God's law but 
the laws of Arkansas. To shore up the image of the elders 
before the membership, Hardeman Nichols from the Preston 
Road School of Preaching (Texas) was brought in to deliver 
two scathing sermons on the “authority” of elders, even 
claiming that the elders of the first century church met in 
secret to settle affairs of the church. According to him no 
charge could ever be brought against the elders because they 
had been invested with divine authority to carry out the will 
of God on earth. The members, says Nichols, are to obey 
the elders when they agree with them, and to submit to them 
when they don't agree! 


It is still amazing to me how that our "elderships" can so 
easily ignore the words of Jesus, who spoke against the very 
thing that preachers and elders now advocate. Jesus told 
his disciples that the Gentiles "lorded it over them" but that 
it would not be soamong them. Our people seem bound and 
determined to prove Jesus wrong. They do indeed lord it 
over the congregation. They take comfort in the idea that 
“lording it over'' has reference to a harsh, dictatorial rule 
and that this is what Jesus meant. A little investigation will 
show otherwise. An elder or group of elders who have a 
body of people under submission are "masters", rulers over 
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that body. To be the 'tmaster over" is to “lord over" and 
it doesn't matter whether the rule be harsh or lenient, or 
dictatorial or benevolent. In either case we have a man or 
a group of men acting in an “official cajacity over the 
household of God which God never intended. 


The reason for this divine plan seems simple enough. No 
body of elders can serve as the "conscience" of the congre- 
gation. Each Christian must live in submission to his own 
conscience, a conscience formed by his understanding of the 
will of God. If God had ordained that members submit to the 
"rule" of elders, then it stands to reason that elders must 
stand before God on behalf of each Christian under their 
submission. Should the elders lead the church into apostasy 
then it would be unjust for God to hold individuals responsible 
since they were under a divine injunction to submit to the 
elders. We know, of course, according to Paul, that each 
Christian must "bear his own burden" (Gal. 6:5). Elders 
have by the very nature of their calling the responsibility to 
"lead" the Christian community by their example. They are 
"older."' They have lived long enough to acquire wisdom and 
understanding. It is only natural that the younger and lesser 
experienced to follow those who have gone before them down 
the road of faith. This is what God intended. If we are "led 
by the Spirit" (being then the sons of God), there is no need 
for a congregation to be "driven" by an "office" of elders. 
Those who claim dictatorial powers are claiming a power 
that belongs only to God, and this, brethren, is apostasy! 


To preach about "restoring the first century church" and 
"following the old paths''while usurping a power that belongs 
only to God is either a case of gross ignorance or hypocracy. 
It is a flagrant disrespect for scripture concerning elders. 


There is no such thing as an "eldership" because there fs 
no such ‘office’ within the church to spawn such a title. 


An elder is simply an "older" person and his "office" is 
nothing more than his "work" to which he has been assigned 
(ordained). The category and range of his work is his 
"bishopric''. No person has ever been ordained to become 
an elder. People do not become "elders’' by appointment. 
They get that way by growing older. Therefore to ordain an 
elder is simply to assign an older person a task to perform. 
We cannot legalize such common, every-day words. In the 
performance of their assigned tasks elders are to be honored 
"because of their works sake," not as high office holders in 
the Christian community. The greatest in the kingdom, 
according to Jesus, is he who serves the most. Servants do 
not "lord it over" the household. (back cover) 
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There is no difference between what elders claim for 
themselves and what is claimed by the pope of Rome. The 
pope claims to speak "ex cathedra" (from the chair") when 
dictating to the Roman church. He makes no claim to indi- 
vidual power and authority, but the power of an office. In 
Catholic theology the pope as an individual is fallible and a 
Sinner like anyone else, but as Head of the Roman Church he 
is claimed to be infallible. This is exactly the claim made 
by those in Little Rock. The elders at Sixth and Izard say 
that as individuals they are like everyone else, sinners, but 
as a "body" (the eldership) they make the very claim of in- 
fallibility. No one, says Nichols, can bring a charge against 
an elder, which is tantamount to bringing a charge against 
Christ. The only difference between the Roman claim and 
the claim of our elders is the size of our respective institu- 
tions, the principle is the same. 

We realize that we can't say that all congregations that 
have elders are in violation of God's word. Some are elders 
in the true biblical sense. They lead God's people because 
they are older and have more knowledge and experience. 
They are “‘leaders'' whether or not they have been through 
some ordination ceremony. Those who are younger and less 
knowledgeable should follow their lead. ‘ 

Incidentally, we still await the outcome of the trial. 
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EDITORIAL: CONCERNING WORSHIP 


Our editorial in the last issue produced some good ‘and bad 
reactions. One lady in Ohio interpreted the article to mean 
that I support instrumental music in worship that I am 
against elders, and against corporate worship. None of 
these interpretations are quite right. As to ‘'corporate" 
worship, what I am saying is that nowhere does the Bible 
specify nor state that the saints are to assemble on a weekly 
basis to “conduct a worship service." People will likely 
throw Acts 20:7 at me and say here is an example where the 
church met on the first day of the week to conduct a worship 
service. The reference says nothing of the kind. Traditional 
interpretation says it. 


First, there was no established church in Troas at the 
time of Acts 20:7. Note Acts 16:6-8, ''And they went through 
the region of Phrygia and Galatia, having been forbidden to 
preach the word in Asia. And when they had come opposite 
Mysia, they attempted to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit of 
Jesus did not allow them; so, passing by Mysia, they went 
down to Troas". Having come to Troas, Paul had his Mace- 
donian call, ‘And when he had seen the vision, immediately 
we sought to go into Macedonia, concluding that God had 
called us to preach the gospel to them" (v. 10). Then who 
were those "disciples" who met on that Saturday night in 
Troas? They were Paul's traveling companions who had 
waited for him to return from Macedonia. A week later they 
came together to see Paul off again. They came together 
for a supper meal. The "breaking of bread'' was the common 
way of saying ‘eating a meal." Paul didn't "preach" to them 
until midnight, erroneously rendered in the KJV. The word 
is "dialegomai" which means a dialogue or two-way conver- 
sation. 'Preach"' is from the Greek ‘'euangelizo"’ and in 
nearly all cases refers to the preaching of the gospel. The 
New KJV has corrected the rendering. Therefore, in no 
way can it be proved that Acts 20:7 teaches corporate wor- 
ship. such as is practiced today. "Sunday" gatherings didn't 
come into practice until many years afterwards, even long 
after the destruction of Jerusalem. Jewish Christians still 
observed the Sabbath day, and rituals, vows, and dietary 
laws. So the vast conclusions drawn by brethren concerning. 
Acts 20:7 is simply not supported by evidence. To the 
disciples, every day was a day of worship, as evidenced in 
Acts 2:46, 47; and there was to be no special days as Paul 
indicated in Romans 14:5, ‘One man esteems one day as 
better than another, while another man esteems all days 

(turn to page 37) 
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THE POWER-FULL ELDERSHIP 


NORMAN lL. PAR#HS 


No Catholic prelate below the rank of Pope ever claimed 
as complete and absolute authority over his domain as do 
elders in some Churches of Christ. A casein hand are the 
claims currently presented by the elders of the Sixth and 
Izard Church of Little Rock to the Arkansas Supreme Court 
in a suit titled Gipson v. Brown. Gipson is both preacher 
and elder at the Little Rock Church and Brown is a deacon 
fired from his role by the elders for instituting a suit 
against them. 


In their appelate brief before the Arkansas court these 
elders make two rather startling claims, which no doubt are 
commonly exercised but never before legally claimed at law: 
(1) all finances of achurch are the exclusive prerogative of 
the collective "eldership" and doctrine forbids their detailed 
disclosure to the members, for elders are not financially 
responsible to the members; (2) any member discharging 
any responsibility to the church does so asa servant of the 
elders and not as a servant of the church, and the appoint- 
ment, retention, and dismissal of such a servant are solely 
the responsibility of the "eldership."' Both of these powers 
are doctrinally based, derived directly from the Bible, and . 
faithful elders have no alternative but to exercise them. 


In the light of these two biblical doctrines, the Sixth and 
Izard elders are asking the Supreme Court to dismiss the 
suit against them on the grounds that the suit violates the 
First Amendment, and the court can take no action which 
impinges on such doctrines. 


Neither Joe Brown nor Bob Scott, an attorney and fellow 
member with Brown, is held to have standing to sue in court 
since both are involved in conflict of interest — Brown since 
he was a servant of the elders at the time he initiated the 
suit, and Scott since he as a servant of the elders had drawn 
up the papers for the incorporation of the church. The suit 
asks the court to require the elders as corporate officials 
to obey the corporate laws of Arkansas. 


Attorney Scott in his brief strikes hard at the second 
"doctrine" by claiming that when he drafted the incorporation 
papers he did so as a servant of the church and not as a 
servant of the elders. He also points out that the suit is not 
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against the church and as such does not involve the issue of 
separation of church and state. Rather the suit is a secular 
suit against the elders as citizens of Arkansas for violating 
the state laws governing non-profit corporations. 


Arkansas laws governing non-profit corporations such as 
the Sixth and Izard corporation must provide for periodic 
elections of the directors by the total membership, some- 
thing that the Sixth and Izard church has never done. They 
also require open meetings of the directors (this bars 
closed elders meetings), open records, including minutes of 
meetings, and open books, including all financial receipts 
and exyenditures. Brown's suit asks for the popular election 
of the directors for fixed terms after advanced notification 
and attendance by the majority of the members, and public 
audit of the church's finances, including full disclosures of 
all salaries and other expenditure of the church's funds. 


The elders clearly wish to continue the personal benefits 
of incorporation, but wish to have ruled as invalid any 
Arkansas law which conflicts with their "doctrines" = in 
short, they wish to have their cake and eat it too. They 
suddenly sought incorporation some years ago when they 
came to realize that financial damages might be obtained 
from them ina threatened suit over claims of mismanage- 
ment of the day school which they operated as an adjunct of 
the church. They also found that incorporation would relieve 
them from any personal responsibility to pay off bonds which 
they sold in the name of the church. 


A corporation is a unique device for exercising power 
without personal liability. It is described as "a fictitious 
person existing solely in the contemplation of the law." To 
the extent that this fictitious person assumes plenary re- 
sponsibility for every act of the power wielder unless there 
are laws to control such a corporate being, incorporation 
of religious groups is wholly contrary to the genus of 
Christianity. 


It may be demonstrated from actual charters of incorpora- 
tion of some Churches of Christ that incorporation isa power 
instrument to deny the members of the congregation any 
voice whatever in the affairs of the church and to centralize 
all authority in the hands of the collective ‘eldership." It 
tends to kill the assembly as an organism, changing it into 
an institution in which the members are merely spectators. 
Everything that takes place does so only with the permission, 
initiation, and overshight of the power-body. And scriptural 
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"oversight" has been transformed to mean control rather 
than service. 


Bond buyers should see over the door of every church 
which refuses to disclose its finances a caveat emptor. It 
would be far more in keeping with the spirit of Christianity 
for the whole church to issue the bonds, with the signature 
of every member on every bond pledging his property and 
the income from his Job for their redemption. If this were 
done, we can be confident that financing would be much more 
in keeping with Christian responsibility. 


Though the Arkansas suit is a civil suit and involves the 
obedience of rational and sensible laws, the critical issues 
in Gipson v. Brown are power and authority. Is there a 
place for these phenomena in the Christian community found- 
ed by Jesus? We think not, the founder himself being the 
example to follow. Paul declared that "Christ Jesus, who, 
though he was in the form of God, did not count equality with 
God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, talaing the 
form of a servant.'' Emptied himself of what? The answer 
is both power and authority. Though he had at his command 
legions of angels, "he humbled himself and became obedient 
unto death, even death on across." The powerless Jesus is 
our example. The community which he called into existence 
is a purely voluntary community in which each member 
counts all others better than himself. In it there is no place 
for power or authority except the will of God himself. Nor 
do the scrifures delegate such to any member. Elders 
(older persons)—and there ideally should be as many as 
there are maturing Christians—should lead by example 
rather than by command. They are "out front" only in the 
sense that their superior wisdom evidenced in their teaching 
convinces others and their exemplary lives persuades others 
to follow their example. 


Unfortunately the model of the Christian commune in the 
Bible is not the model contemporary Churches of Christ 
imitate today. The modern model is that found in our busi- 
ness culture-—the corporation with its board of directors and 
its hierarchical power structure. Japanese businessmen are 
already demonstrating that the American model is far from 
efficient or harmonious. 


It is interesting to note the business culture language now 
applied to church life. Dr. William J. Teague, who has 
come to the presidency of Abilene Christian University from 
the American business culture, has served as elder in three 
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different churches. In introducing the newly opened College 
of Biblical Studies at the university in "Cornerstone," a 
Publication of the new college, Dr. Teague in an article de— 
scribed the role of elders. His first wordis "appoint." This 
is a business culture word and is the function of the execu~ 
tive. Legislative bodies do not make appointments. More 
revealing is his description of the elder in action: he 
"directs, arranges, administers, finalizes."" This again is 
the word ''teaches't from the list. Bible readers would 
assume that teaching is the primary function of elders. 
Certainly it was seen as their chief function by the apostles, 
who readilygave up administration to the seven:elected by 
the Jerusalem church. But today it is true “that elders are 
administrators, not teachers. This role has been assumed 
by the pulpit minister." It is not surprising to find the 
Sixth and Izard elders claiming the right to appoint new 
elders. But primitive churches in Acts of the Apostles were 
taught to elect elders (vote) by "show of hands.'' I had 
thought that the whole church finalizes. That was the case 
in the Jerusalem cowtcil, the language being “together with 
the whole church. '* But apparently Acts is out of date in our 
flourishing new culture. 


If the function of elders are to appoint, ‘direct, arrange, 
administer and finalize,''and a collegiate center of orthodoxy 
is established to affirm this, then clearly the Apostle Paul 
was Off base in by-passing this power-full body in writing to 
the churches at Corinth, Philippi, and Galatia. For in these 
letters he reposed final responsibility in the whole body of 
Christians. And that, in our opinion, is where it ought to be, 
our business culture mudel to the contrary notwithstanding. 


For this reason the Sixth and Izard lawsuit offers a 
challenge to the American Churches of Christ to adapt our 
culture to the biblical model rather than to twist and torture 
the scristures into rationalizing our culture as biblical. 


NOTE: The appelles in Gipsonv. Brown, namely Joe Brown, 
Bob Scott, and Dr. TipNelms, a former elder at Sixth and 
Izard, are under a severe financial strain in carrying on 
this suit, which they see as a service to the entire brother- 
hood, and would welcome contributions. The Sixth and Izard 
elders have already reputedly spent $40,000 in the suit, 
money drawn. from the church treasury. The Circle Sunday 
School Class at Sixth and Izard Church is receiving contri~ 
butions in suygort of Messrs. Brown, Scott, and Nelms. 
Contributions may be sent to Church of Christ at Sixth and 
¥zard, Circle Sunday School Class, Little Rock, AR 72207. 


404 Minerva Drive, Murfreesboro, Tennessee 37130 
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THE ELUSIVE FASCINATION 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


The church of God has been captivated and enthralled for 
years by the appealing dream that the earliest communities 
of the saints demonstrated a pattern which they can capture 
and perpetuate today. In my younger and balmier days I used 
to try to badger people into debating with me the proposition 
that the church I represented was identical in origin, name, 
doctrine and practice with the new testament scriptures. 
Most of us thought we had discovered and were practicing 
the pure and unadulterated pattern, but about the only thing 
we were continuing to project was the sharp contention such 
as involved Paul and Barnabas at Antioch, which caused 
them to "demart asunder from one another." We had that 
part of the apostolic practice down to perfection. 


We were modern alchemists. Those of the Middle Ages 
devoted themselves unceasingly to experimentation in an 
attemyz to turn base metals into gold, and to find a universal 
solvent. They labored in. vain. Many outstanding saints in 
various sects have done the same thing in an attempt to 
discover the ‘divine pattern’ of the primitive ekklesia. Their 
efforts have only resulted in the creation and propagation of 
other sects, each one more hateful and narrower than the 
preceding ones. They have succeeded only in fastening the 
chain which binds us to a certain time in history. 


There is a fallacy of substitution which has tripped up 
every seceeding reformer. A book has been substituted for 
aman. The written word about a man has been substituted 
for the Living Word who is that Man. This.has resulted in 
faith ina system rather than ina Savior. We have forgotten 
Paul's determination which was "not to know anything among 
you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified.'' The result is 
that inevitably our faith stands in the wisdom of men, rather 
than in the power of God. The best expositor, the ablest 
proclaimer, the most erudite teacher attracts us. And itis 
only when our idol demonstrates his feet of clay, that we 
hastily select another, and follow blindly in his wake. 


When the faithful John saw heaven opened, he beheld a 
white horse. The name of the one astride him was called 


27 


(8) 


‘Faithful and True.'' The armies of heaven followed him. 
They were also upon white horses. They were clothed in 
pure linen, clean and spotless. Their leader wore a vesiture 
dippedin blood. His name was also called the Word of God. 
Theos-Logos. He is my theology. Just as youcannot re- 
duce any person to a book, so He is greater than anything 
written about Him. It was the disciple who saw this great 
calvary yrocessional who said that if every thing which 
Jesus did should be written, ‘I suppose that even the werld 
itself could not contain the books that should be written." 


He is also my pattern. [I take no stock in the learned 
speech of university instructors who talk about various 
"theologians" of this and that. Uniess they are embraced in 
Him, they have no drawing power for me. They are specula~ 
tive toys which grown men manipulate and with which they 
while away their time. [I am not attracted to them or by 
them. I read the book because it speaks of Him. I love it 
because I love Him. I want to “know Him, and the power of 
His resurrection, and the fellowship of His sufferings." 
"And it is not as though I had already attained, either were 
already perfect: but I follow after." 


I may misunderstand much that I read. I am convinced 
that Ido. But I know who Jesusis. If the greatest question 
ever asked was "What think ye of Christ? Whose Son is 
He?,'"’ f am ready with my answer. We tend to become 
hooked on the Book. We memorize and quote glibly the pass- 
ages which seem to us to lend support to our systems. That 
is a strategem which has been learned by Presbyterians, 
Methodists, Baptists -even Catholics. It is a practice per- 
petuated in our schools to train preachers. All of us do 
it - and all deny it. We have to find a pattern even if we 
have to invent it and plant it on the sacred pages. 


If we can ever reach the point in our thinking where we 
can see the people who first heard and joyously accepted the 
Good News as folks like ourselves we will take a great step 
forward. There were sharp reasoners, ignorant peasants 
and cloudy thinkers among them. Some were retarded. 
Some were slow to think. Some misunderstood what Jesus 
said (John 21:23). There were as many types of sinners 
among them as there are among us. The primitive ekklesia 
was not a pattern of perfection, but a pattern of struggling 
humanity with a new role model - Jesus Christ. They were 
to look unto Jesus. He was the pioneer and perfecter of their 
faith. He was the trailblazer who had gone ahead and blazed 
the trees along the way. (turn to back cover) 
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J. D. SEGROVE 
Her children rise upand call her blessed. ~ Proverbs 31:28 


All football fans are familiar with the following: the 
Cameras focus in on the player who just scored the touch- 
down, or caught the interceytion, or made the bone- bruising 
tackle, or whatever, and without fail, the big bruiser will 
Smile, wave his hand and say, "Hi, Mom!" 


They'll do it every time. And every one of them. No 
matter how much of a beast the big brute may be on the ball- 
field or how mean and malicious a monster he might other- 
wise seem, he’s still gonna smile for his momma. Even 
when his grin shows a gap wide enough to float a barge 
through. The roughest, most ruthless and repulsive still 
have a respect —for their mommas. 


Why is it always momma? Don't any of these athletes 
have dads? Of course they do, at least most of them. Yet 
players with both parents still persist on paying tribute — 
to momma. 


Ive given it a lot of thought and I think I know why. I 
believe it has to do with self-image and gratitude. Here's 
what I mean: 


When that tackle was nothing but a tall gangly teen with 
little more than zits and cowlicks, who was it that told him 
he looked terrific? And meant it! Who else but momma? 
When that lineman was nothing but a lad with a loused up 
love life, who was it that assured him that no girl was good 
enough for him? Or convinced the quarterback that Harvard's 
standards weren't high enough for him even though he was a 
klutzy kid whose GPA was CDF? Momma again. Moms can 
turn a nerd into a neanderthal and make a boy who fears he's 
not worth two cents suddenly feel like a million. 


"Hi, Mom!" is just the athletes’ way of saying, "See, you 
were right —I am worth something’ — "Thanks for believing 
in me", or "I told you I wouldn't let you down." 


I've kept cautiously quiet about this women's lib thing, but 
I'm going to touch on it just this once in order to pay tribute 
to old-fashioned motherhood. 


I believe in equality in the market place. Men and women 
who do the same work should receive the same pay and enjoy 
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the same benefits. But this ''sameness" thing can be carried 
too fer. 


Men and women were never meant to look the same. (I 
once went out with a blind date who had everything a man 
could want, including bass voice, hefty muscles and a 
moustache.) Nor do I believe they should dress the same. 
(Boy George is a disgrace. Can you imagine him as a dad? 
I wouldn't want him for a disease.) And God help us if men 
and women start acting the same. 


In a mean, violent, rugged world, every family needs a 
protector who can meet it on its own terms. In other words, 
we need he-men. But families also need something soft, 
sweet and sentimental] within the home —else what is there 
that's worth protecting? In other words, weneed she-women. 


God created male and female — each with assigned roles 
and responsibilities which complement each other. The 
muddled mixture of the modern marriage leaves us witha 
mess. 


Boys still get hurt and girls still come home crushed, and 
both need to be cradled in armsthat care. We dads do a lot 
of that, but moms do it better. It's a cure that can't be found 
in a doctor's office. And it works so well so many times 
that even our mightiest warriors will say on Cue, "Hi, Mom!" 

410 E. Main, Baldwyn, MS 38824 





MORE TRUTH ABOUT GAMBLING 


A recent study by the Twentieth Century Fund, an inde- 
pendent research foundation, reveals that casino gambling 
in Atlantic City, New Jersey, has failed to improve the lot 
of those who need it most—the old, the handicagped, and 
the minorities. 

In 1976, supporters of the referendum to legalize gambling 
promised residents of that rundown city to build new low- 
cost housing, eradicate the slums, and provide jobs. The 
report concedes that gambling spawned some 30,000 jobs 
but points out that most have gone to people who live outside 
the city. 

In terms of urban renewal, Atlantic city is a disaster. Its 
casinos have fostered crime, corruption and prostitution, 
but done nothing of consequence for the needy. 

If your city or state is considering the legalization of 
gambling to raise revenue, eradicate urban blight, help the 
elderly and generate more jobs, think twice before you vote 
"Yes.'' - via Good News, 10/85 
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BEYOND GROUP DYNAMICS 
THE VOCABULARY OF ROMANS 14 


MICHAEL HALL PART 2 


'wWeak'' means a weak conscience in 1 Corinthians 8, it 
refers to a weakness of the soul in the sense that one lacks 
the strength (capacity) for understanding. 'Weak" has re— 
ference to a doubtful, ambivalous, unsure, unstable believ~= 
ing. It is not weakness with regard to one's commitment to 
Christ but weakness in being positive about the "issue" at 
hand (i. e., meats, days, wine). A person "weak" in this 
sense is susceptible to giving in to the strong brother who 
seems so confident, sure of him, bold and engaging in be- 
havior that leaves the weak feeling guilty, bad, sinful, and 
condemned (14:21-23). 


‘Weak and Strong" are then relative terms to the "issue" 
at hand. These words are terms of conscience about specific 
behaviors—referring to one's beliefs, scruples, under= 
standings, conscience. The weak are conscientious, inse- 
cure, ambivalous, and easily seduced to behave in ways that 
violate his conscience. The strong are robust, definite, 
sure, firm, and knowledgeable. Paul never uses the word 
"streng" in 1 Corinthians (chs. 8-10) but "liberty, freedoms, 
knowledgeable, and having authority." 


If you don't like Paul's terminology—welcome to the club! 
"weak in the faith (14:1) sounds like a judgment about one's 
spiritual standing before God. But it isn’t 'weak'' and 
"strong" refer to one's conscience about a specific issue. 
Those strong on meats conscientiously eat meats offered to 
idols without feeling condemned, bad, or sinful. But those 
who are weak on meats (if they are emboldened to eat, 1 Cor. 
8:9-—13), eat to their own condemnation. Afterwards they feel 
like sinners. They feel bad, guilty, horrible, and fallen. 
To so violate their conscience wounds their spirit and makes 
them guilty (14:23). Thus they feel that they have violated 
their covenant with Jesus. Unless they repent they will falle 
stumble, give up the Christian way. 


To fully understand Paul's message in Romans 14 we have 
to readjust our use of "weak and strong."’ Since the Spirit 
allowed Paul to employ these words we're stuck with them if 
we're going to speakas the Bible speaks. This means we 
need to get used to using "strong" in this special sense. It 
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means that all of us are weak and strong on different issues 
and consequently should never violate our conscience. We 
must come to our own convictions and live according to the 
truth as we understand it. 


Weak and strong therefore are words that describe one's 
relation to liberty. One is weak in liberty to act (Barclay) 
while another is strong in his sense of liberty to act. 


"Faith" in Romans 14 is what a person believes and feels 
about a certain issue ~not his faith in Christ. Traditionally 
we have imposed the word "opinion" in Romans 14. Thats a 
valid paraphrase if we understand that each person's ojgnion 
is a belief, and a belief that greatly matters to him! The 
issues of Romans are matters of indifference to the central- 
ity of the gospel. But these indifferent matters are not in- 
different in the sense that they make no difference to those 
who believes them. They do make a great deal of difference! 


We need a third category in addition to Weak and Strong. 
For up against the ambivalent "weak" brother are the broth- 
ers who may take the same position {against eating meats, 
against treating all days alike) but who are incredibly strong 
in their convictions. They are weak in respect to the issue 
in the sense that they are "against" it. But they are not weak 
in the sense that their conscience can be easily seduced to 
act against their convictions! They are solid, firm, and not 
about to compromise their convictions. They are the "strict 
brothers." 


Today most brethren who might take the weak position on 
a specific issue are not ambivalent about it at all! They are 
quite strong. I might add that they are also rigid, firm, 
unyielding, hard. You couldn't get them to compromise for 
anything. They are not about to be seduced to act against 
their conscience by a liberal come hades or high water! 
They won't abandon ship. They know what they believe, why 
they believe it, and aren't willing to budge one centimeter |! 


APPLYING THE FELLOWSHIP DYNAMICS 


i. Fully Accept Each Other Without Conditioning It Upon 
Uniformity or Comfromise! Who was right about the issue 
of meats? We all know the answer —the "strong."" Today 
the issue of eating meats offered to idols holds no emotional 
tension for us. Who cares about it? Who believes in idols 
anyway? Where could you buy meat offered to an idol? But 
back then it was a big deal—a hotissue! It was as hot an 
issue as our issues about instrumental music, drinking wine 
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with a meal, changing our "Church of Christ" signs, partic- 
ipating in an Easter Service with other churches, etc. 


Paul let them know that the strong were right—yet didn't 
make a campaign of getting the others to conform! That's 
very important. It says that one doesn't have to be "right" 
about an issue. Rightness is not the most important thing— 
healthy, loving, accepting relationships among those who 
have been purchased by the blood of Christ is far more 
important. One can be right and yet wrong in fellowship—if 
he makes it a condition of fellowship. Paul could have 
preached conformity. But that would have made Christian 
fellowship based upon everybody always being "right'’ about 
all their beliefs! But Paul knew that an issue deeper than 
the specific ones they were fighting about was the issue of 
relationship: the value of loving, showing patience, being 
kind, being acceyting one another. 


Romans 14 urges us to create a fellowship that's tolerant 
enough to graciously include meat~eaters and non -meat— 
eaters without either feeling put out or second-class mem - 
bers. There should be room for those who follow the old 
traditions of observing holy days without condemning the 
liberals who don't 


This means that fellowship doesn't mean endorsement. 
You can fellowship a brother without endorsing everything he 
thinks, says, or does! They have the right, yes, obligation, 
to act on their faith! I can fellowship a meat-eater without 
endorsing eating meats offered to idols! I can fellowship 
one who eats only kosher food without endorsing the Hebrew 
rules of ceremonially clean foods. As Jesus fully accepts 
us for the glory of God—without endorsing everything I 
think, say, or do, so we can fellowship each other without 
endorsing everything about each other (15:7). 


When we equate fellowship with endorsement we eliminate 
unity. When fellowship is defined in such a narrow way we 
cannot allow for any diversity in another man's beliefs or 
actions. By equating fellowship with endorsement we even 
make Christ a partner with sin—for we certainly sin! The 
truth is that fellowship and endorsement are not synonymous. 
We can be in fellowship with others without having to endorse 
everything they say, think, or do. 


Paul mandates that we allow diversity. Nobody has the 


right to restrict the freedom of another. If the strong be- 
lieve something, they have the right to act on it. They should 
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not flaunt their liberty in such a way that it invites the weak 
to act and wound their conscience (1 Cor. 8:9-13). But 
neither are they to abandon their beliefs. Conformity is not 
Paul's answer —developing a more gracious and loving atti- 
tude is his recommendation! "Accept him without attempting 
to settle doubtful points" (14:1, NEB). 


2. Beware of the Two Big Relational Sins! There are two 
big sins that are sure to blow any church to smithereens. 
Engage in either of them and you will inevitably kill a church. 
Fellowship cannot endure these two attitudes. They cause 
love to shrivel up, compassion to end, joy to depart, con- 
flict to enrage, and Jesus to cry. 


These two relational sins are judging and despising (show- 
ing contempt). Both are attitudes first, then behaviors. 
The Strong tend to "think down" (despise) the stupid con- 
servatives. They show contempt for their hare-brained, 
narrow-minded ideas. The weak judge the others as un- 
spiritual and heretical. 


In the first century some brethren could eat meat sacri- 
ficed in pagan temples. Some couldn't. The strong respon= 
ded, "You don't understand the full significance of the 
gosrel! You're slow to catch on to the implications of the 
gospel. Idols are nothing, meat offered to them is nothing. 
Go ahead, eat!’' Paul's response: Cut it out! 


_ The anti's in the first century who took care never to let 
pagan meat touch their koshered lips felt repulsed to even 
think about doing it. They couldn't stomach the idea. ‘Sin! 
{t's sinful! You people are going to hell if you eat that stuff! 
Don't you know it's wrong? Don'‘t you know you are in effect 
worshipping idols?"' Paul's response: Cut it out! 


Both were to cut out the judging and the despising, and 
rather, show grace toward each other. The conflict between 
these two groups was to be managed by each respecting the 
other in spite of their doctrinal differences. Each was to 
receive the other in fellowship—-without conditioning accep- 
tance upon conformity. It was okay for each to act according 
to his beliefs. 


Romans 14 says that each Christian is to develop an ojen, 
tolerant, and graceful spirit. Welcome and grace each other 
in spite of the differences. Jesus will make each person who 
is devoted to him to stand! Each person is to have the right 
to live according to his beliefs. The liberals shouldn't make 
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the conservatives practice something that would violate their 
conscience. The conservatives should not forbid the liberals 
from acting on their beliefs. Conformity doesn't produce 
spirituality, but hypocrisy. Unity in Diversity is Christ's 
way of bringing together divergent peoples into a loving 
fellowship. 


3. Using Romans 14 in Leading a Church. Where does 
leadership fit into the situation? Romans 14 deals with 
interpersonal relationships between brethren with different 
beliefs —not with congregational policy. Yet while leaders 

‘are not addressed in Romans 14, the chapter has a word 
for them. | 


It says that leaders should structure church activities to 
allow both the conservatives and liberals to act according 
to their beliefs. Romans 14 doesn't say that the weak are to 
get their way. Nor does it say that the strong are to get 
their way. Romans 14 says each should practice and live by 
what they believe without Judging or despising the one who 
practices and believes something different. 


This seems pragmatically that the weak cannot hold back 
a church to the level of their conscience. The church can be 
more progressive than the most conservative brother! To 
gay that a church cannot go beyond the scruples of the weak- 
est brother gives that brother power over that church— 
more than the most authoritative elder! It holds a church 
ransom to scruples of the one who can cry, "I'm offended!" 
loudest! This gives, in essence, that person the ultimate 
leadership role. It enables him to hold all the cards. He 
thus blackmails" the leaders and church by crying that any~ 
thing he's against violates his scruples. 


Leaders must also bring a halt to any activity that causes 
falling" (stumbling). There's a very big and important 
difference between people being uyset, unhappy, uncomfort— 
able and being offended. The first is a state of emotional 
upset, the second is a state of spiritual sinfulness. Leaders 
'tlead'* people to fuller understanding, equip people for more 
creative ideas, enable people for greater ministry. It's not 
the role of leaders to arbitrate all dispites. They lead the 
group in ministering the gospel and equipping people for 
ministry. In Romans 14 Paul instructs the weak that all 
things are clean (14:14). Yet in so doing he didn't make a big 
deal about it. While he expected them to grow up—he didn't 
command it! 

(turn to bottom of next page) 


———— GOSPEL=CHRIST ———— 


R. D. ICE 


The first century church faced every problem which we 
face today. There is really nothing new —only old errors 
brought back. Sometimes an ‘expanded version‘ helps us to 
corrently understand the urgency of the Scripture message. 
"J am shocked that you are switching over so soon from the 
gospel of the one who converted you to Christ's grace to 
some other 'gospel' which really isn't a gospel at all. It is 
the invention of some fellows who are getting you all confused 
by trying to rearrange the Christian message....You slow 
thinking Galatians, who hoodwinked you =you before whose 
tyes Jesus was graphically portrayed as nailed ~-to - the- 
cross? ‘Tell me this one thing, did you receive God's Spirit 
by keeping the traditions or by hearing the gospel and believ- 
ing it?"’ Read Galatians 1:6-7; 3:1-2; 1 Cor. 15:1-11. 


The ‘restoration plea’ believes that there is an ultimate 
standard that all people are capable of knowing, are account~ 
able to, and to which they must return. Any attempt to re- 
form the standard implies abandonment of it. The standard 
is Jesus Christ, Crucified, Risen, Coming Again! Read 
Revelation ch. 5. This gospel calls everyone back to a 
common foundation {Acts 4:12; 1 Cor. 4:11). JESUS IS LORD! 
The 'restoration' is valid only as it points people to Jesus. 


Hear Paul: "It was for this freedom that Christ emancipat- 
ed us. So stand your ground as free people, and don't let 
anyone saddle you with that slave system again" (Gal. 5:}). 
To claim freedom without a knowledge of what we are free 
from reduces the claim to a purely subjective feeling. It is 
only when we are willing to compare the 20th century Church 
of Christ to first century Christianity that we have any hope 
of knowing whether we are fulfilling God's purpose for our 
lives. 


122 Maple Avenue, Chardon, Ohio 44024 


Romans 14 reminds us that the only kind of brethren any of 
us have are brethren in error! There is no other kind of 
brethren. None of us know as we ought to know (1 Cor. 8:2). 
And those who do know some things—if they are not motiva- 
ted by a caring love=their knowledge only puffs them up and 
fails to build up the church (1 Cor. 8:1) 


1333 North 23rd Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
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EDITORIAL -from page 22 


alike. '' 


Our sister from Ohio asks: "Just when, how often, and 
where do you think the saints should meet, or don't you 
think they should? Your answer to this question should be 
interesting. '' I hope so. Certainly the saints should meet, 
but we need to consider the purpose for the meeting. Is it 
because God needs something from us? Does God receive 
the benefit of our gatherings or do we receive it? The latter 
is surely the case. It's the saints who need each other, the 
mutual encouragement that comes from mutual faith. They 
come together to ''celebrate", not to preside over some 
graveside ceremony. Those who are in a celebrating 
frame of mind do all sorts of things, and this is why Paul 
admonished the brethren at Corinth to maintain order in 
their assemblies, lest they become too enthusiastic and 
cause visitors to think they were fanatics. Those brethren 
came together to ‘testify’ of the great things that God had 
done for them. God was "tin them" and they were showing 
off their gifts to each other, which was, in turn, a great 
source of encouragement for those who assembled. Some 
prophesied, some performed miracles, some spoke in 
tongues, while others interpreted. Whatever their gift hap- 
pened to be, they were putting it on display and were over- 
joyed because of it. This is the purpose of assembly. This 
is what needs to be restored today instead of the cold, dry, 
overly-repeated five-act ritual that has become a dreaded 
"let's-go-in-and-get-it-over-with'' druggery. And _ should 
one become excited over something the preacher might say 
and pmctuate it with an amen", he's likely to be thought of 
as a religious fanatic, a little off his rocker! No, we haven't 
restored first-century worship. We have only fell in love 
with tradition. 


When should the Christian community assemble? I think 
our sister would be shocked to learn that the Greek word for 
church (kuriakon) is not translated church in the NT. The 
Greek word "ecclesia", which should be translated congre- 
gation, assembly, gathering, is erroneously translated as 
church. So when we ask, When should the church assemble? 
we're not using very good English. It is the same as asking 
When should the assembly assemble? We have to say then 
that God's community of saints do not become a "church" 
(assembly) until they come together. Therefore we do not 
"so to church'"' to worship. We are worshippers who go toa 
"meeting place.'' How often should we assemble? The Bible 
doesn't say. We can only conclude that when the saints agree 
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to meet, they set the day and time. If God had commanded 
that brethren meet to carry on a set of ritualistic acts, he 
would of necessity have had to specify the acts to perform. 
He has done neither. It is for this reason that I say that our 
corporate form of worship stems from tradition rather than 
from biblical injunction. Do we think the brethren should 
assemble? the question is asked. Certainly, and for the 
reasons previously mentioned. We need the mutual encour’- 
agement that can come only from those who have the same 
hope as we do. We need teaching and even admonishment. 
We need the spiritual uplift that comes from having our 
minds centered on spiritual things. In all of this, God is 
given the glory and praise which is manifested in a number 
of ways, like singing, prayer, scripture reading, giving 
thanks to Him who made it all possible by engaging in a 
common love feast—which has degenerated into a ritual that 
is passed off as the "Lord's Supper." 


Now let's gather up all this. The Bible does not specify a 
set of corporate acts of worship. It does not command a 
particular day to assemble, where to assemble, what to do 
when we assemble. Imagine then how unscriptural, ungodly, 
unchristian it is to break fellowship with a gathering of saints 
because they do things different from the way we do them. 
If a gathering of saints wants to praise the Lord in song 
accomyanied by an instrument how can we declare it to be a 
sin since the Lord has not specified even congregational, 
vocal, a cappella, singing--as if the kingdom of heaven con= 
sisted of ‘‘things’! It is not the "instrument" that worships 
God, whether it be mechanical or physical. Worship is in 
the heart! Music is an expression of the heart. What comes 
out only testifies to what is inside. God looks on the heart! 
Those who are physically incapable of singing please God 
just as well, because the melody is inthe heart. Personally 
I had rather sing without the added noise of a mechanical 
instrument but I cannot jAss judgment upon those who prefer 
otherwise. I am confident that God is just as pleased with 
those who use the instrument as with those who do not. What 
I'm sure of is that He is displeased is with those who would 
withdraw fellowship over something which at best is only a 
matter of preference. 

Our writer continues, ''You say, ‘our people seem bound 
and determined to prove Jesus wrong'" (this is in reference 
to my statement that Jesus said ‘it shall not be so among 
you'), "This is exactly what the instrumentalists are trying 
to do. The instrumentalists say 'Not so Jesus, just because 
you didn‘t authorize the instrument, nor had the Spirit, 
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through the Apostles, authorize it, nor was it used in theN. 
T. church, we will still have it." First, I don't think you 
can take a positive injunction, "it shall not be so among you" 
and compare it with an area of silence. Now, if Jesus had 
said, ''The Jews and mgans use the instrument in their wor- 
ship, but it shall not be so among you", there would be no 
doubt that using the instrument would be wrong. Should we 
not say then just as emphatically that those who exercise 
“authority"' over God's people are wrong! Surely this would 
constitute a violation of scripture! 

Again, "I must assume that you have drawn such a conclu- 
sion from Bible study, and from such a study you have found 
out that the word 'eldership‘ is not in the Bible -so, not to 
be used."' Her reasoning is that since the instrument is not 
found in the Bible it likewise shouldn't be used. But we are 
not offended by the use of the word “eldership". It's the 
"ship" in eldership that bothers us. It implies a body of 
special office holders with power and authority, a body which 
when convened issues infallible edicts to which the congre- 
gation must "submit.'' This we have concluded from Bible 
study to be in violation of the will of God. It is also the 
same conclusion reached by brethren more knowledgeable 
than ourselves. Concerning elder authority, D. Lipscomb 
writes: ''They have no authority, save to carry out the laws 
of God, and to set an example of fidelity to God to be follow 
ed by the sheep of the fold. -They are to rule by teaching and 
enforcing the laws of God, by their example of obedience and 
fidelity to God as the only law maker rejecting all additions 
as treason against him" -Restoration Ideas on Church Or= 
ganization, Gospel Advocate quotations compiled by J. Ridley 
Stroup. In answer to the question, ‘'What power or authority 
is Provided by election or appointment?'' Sewell writes, 
"There is no passage in the word of God that indicates that 
any authority was conferred by such appointment. Being 
inducted into office in the church gives no authority whatever. 
Neither elders nor deacons can do anything today by what is 
called official authority. If there is such a thing (official 
authority) it is wholly human. God never intended it." (ibid) 

"We believe that no office in the church invests with a 
particle of authority. Controlling the church by virtue of 
authority of office is unknown of the scriptures. Whenever 
aman in the church of Christ claims authority or exercise 
power merely on official grounds, is essentially a Pope." - 
BD. Lipscomb, ibid. 

"The word ‘office’ in every passage means work and never 
authority.‘'' - Tolbert Fanning, ibid. The list goes on and on 
but this should be enough to cause our people to suspect that 
perhaps we have violated the scriptures concerning elders. 
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THE ELUSIVE FASCINATION -from page 29 


A goodly number of people have the mistaken notion that 
eternal life is the result of reading, knowing and quoting the 
sacred scriptures. They aspire to become walking Bibles. 
There is certainly nothing wrong with familiariziig oneself 
with what Jesus said or the apostles wrote, but one should 
not mistake them for the source of life. John said that "In 
Him was life, and the life was the light of men." There is 
nothing to be gained by becoming a twentieth century Phari- 
see. Jesus said to their first century progenitors, "You 
search the scriptures because you think that in them you 
have eternal life; but they are they which testify of me." He 
added an observation in sadness. "But you will not come to 
me that you might have life.‘' The modern church is crawl- 
ing with Pharisees who look for a plan of salvation and 
ignore the Man who alone can save. They depend upon what 
they know rather than upon Him in whom they should believe. 
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EDITORIAL: A LANDMARK DECBION! 


Supreme Court Rejects Church of Christ Property Dispute 


Washington (BP) — Two elders in a local Church of Christ 
dispite over control of church property lost their final legal 
appeal Jan. 13, when the U.S. Supreme Court refused to hear 
arguments that they—not the entire congregation — have 
authority to decide who their minister and elders will be. 


Mannie Black and Moses Williams, elders of the Liberty 
City (Fla.) Church of Christ, argued throughout their two- 
year legal battle in state courts and in two appeals to the 
nation's high court that they possessed sole authority to hire 
and fire a minister and to control the congregation's purse 
strings. 


When they sought to dismiss their minister, Freeman T. 
Wyche, the congregation rebelled, voting to retain him and 
to discharge instead the two trustees. 


Black and Williams then sought relief at trial, contending 
Church of Christ doctrine vests such authority in the elders 
not in the whole congregation. But Wyche disputed that 
Claim, arguing church polity is congregational, leaving final 
decisions in the body. 


After the trial court ordered a new vote to decide the 
dispute finally, the congregation once more voted to retain 
Wyche and discharge the trustees. A Florida appeals panel 
affirmed the vote. It was the ruling Black and Williams 
unsuccessfully appealed. - Arkansas Baptist News Magazine 


* * * KF * KK * * 


This has to represent a terrible blow to the authoritarian 
syndrome within Churches of Christ. It seems that our 
courts have a better knowledge of biblical doctrine than do 
our "elderships". This case is almost identical to the suit 
now in the courts of Arkansas where the elders of the Sixth 
and Izard Church of Christ contend that the elders have the 
sole authority in decision making for the congregation. Since 
the Supreme Court has made its ruling, it just about settles 
the Arkansas case for a precedence has been established. 


Bob Scott, an attorney in the Brown vs. Gipson case in 
Little Rock, writes in his latest newsletter: 


"For all practical purposes, the appeal by the elders to 
the Arkansas Supreme Court, has now been decided. (See the 
enclosed Article appearing in the January 23 issue of the 
Arkansas Baptist News Magazine.) On January 13, 1986, 

(turn to page 56 ) 
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Editor's Note: Elmer Prout is a missionary in Japan. 


In an increasingly lonely world 
we who honor Christ as Lord 
have an opportunity to demon- 
strate the meaning of - 


CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP 


ELMER PROUT 


Every day millions of people ride trains and subways 
during Tokyo's rush hour. The rush hour trains are jam- 
packed with people. The passengers stand so close they can 
hardly move. They breathe the same air, feel hot or cold at 
the same time, and sway when the train moves through a 
curve. 


In one sense rush hour train passengers are together. 
They experience one kind of association. We could call it 
"mass transportation association."' But those commuters 
are together because of necessity. They have to go to work 
so they have to ride the Yama-no-te or one of the many 
other train lines in Tokyo. To use a common Japanese 
expression, they say ‘There is nothing else we can do— 
shikataganai.'' Tokyo commuters ride with a feeling of 
resignation. 


The topic of this article is "Fellowship". To be more 
specific, it is "CHRISTIAN fellowship''. Fellowship means 
association. It means to keep company with. It includes 
the meaning of common participation in some thing. 


Can we say that riding the Yama-no-te line at rush hour 
is fellowship? It is, of course, association. People are 
together on the same trains. It is ''a common participation" 
in an activity. The people are all doing the same thing: 
riding the trains. 


But we can hardly call the activity "fellowship". It is not 
a personal association. In fact, on rush hour trains we do 
our best to avoid personal interaction. We stand stiff with 
quite unsmiling faces. We do not talk. We hide behind 
books, newspapers, or magazines. Or we sleep. At the end 
of the line we get off the train and hurry away in scores of 
different directions. In other words, we ride the train to- 
gether but we do not share common interests or goals. Rush 
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hour train association is by necessity, for a limited time, 
for the practical purpose of travel only. If we are lonely 
when we get on the train, we are lonely while we ride, and 
we are still lonely when we get off. 


The Yama-no-te train line rush hour is a parable of 20th 
century peoples‘ lonely lives. We live in huge, crowded 
cities — London, Rio de Janiero, Tokyo, New York. We are 
surrounded with people but they are strangers to us- We 
associate with a few people. But we are careful not to be- 
come too involved with the joys and sorrows of their lives. 
When each day is over we hurry to the house or apartment. 
We lock the door, pull the shutters and spend another even- 
ing in isolation. 


Man was created with the need and capacity for fellowship. 
He is not complete in himself. He needs the personal 
association which grows into fellowship. Modern people try 
desperately to find ways that will lead totrue and satisfying 
fellowship. Some try to find fellowship through alcohol. 
Others seek fellowship through sports, business, scholar- 
ship or travel. Each of these activities does give a degree 
of association with other people. But in the end it is like 
chasing a rainbow —full, deep fellowship slips away just be~ 
yond the grasp. For millions of people in every society life 
continues to be a frustrating and hungry pursuit of meaning- 
ful human relationships. 


I am convinced that God has provided the answer to that 
search by the genuine fellowship he has made available to all 
people through Jesus Christ. It is the church's privilege to 
declare and demonstrate God's gift of fellowship. 


In Acts 2:42-47 we find a description of the first century 
church in terms of fellowship: ‘'devoted themselves to 
fellowship. .. were together... had things in common... sold 
possessions to share... met together... ate together... 
were glad." 


That Christian fellowship is impressive because it was in= 
clusive. It was a fellowship of ideas and teaching. It was 
also fellowship in the use of their homes and the sharing of 
possessions. 


We must notice, however, that first century Christian 
fellowship was not the resultof human intelligence or clever- 
ness. It was built on the foundation of God's work in Christ. 
It was the people who believed and obeyed the message about 
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Jesus Christ who were added into the fellowship (Acts 2:41), 
Christian fellowship is not a human creation—it is the result 
of Cod's action as he adds people to the fellowship which he 
has created in Christ (Acts 2:47). 


The apostle Paul describes the nature and scope of Chris- 
tian fellowship in Ephesians 2:11-22. In this passage, too, 
the emphasis falls on the work of God in and through Christ. 
Because Christ has broken down the middle wall of separa- 
tion people can come together in a way that was never before 
possible. 


Christian fellowship is founded on the grace of God. We 
have been accepted by God through his grace (Eph. 2:4-10). 
We stand, individually and collectively, only in the grace of 
God (Rom. 1:2). We stand together in the grace of God 
(Rom. 15:7}. If we are not conscious of and thankful for 
God's grace we will not be able to live in fellowship. But as 
our gratitude for God's grace increases we will find that the 
fellowship among us will grow as well. 


Christian fellowship ignores national, cultural, racial and 
economic barriers. The fellowship of the world is built on 
one kind of social class system or another. In that worldly 
fellowship people who went to the same school or who work 
in the same office associate with each other. Other people 
are kept out of that circle. In Christ all those barriers have 
been broken down. Christian fellowship is intended to be 
inclusive (see Gal. 3:26-28; Col. 3:10,11; 1 Cor. 3:21-23; 
12:13; notice also the warning in James 2:1-7). 


Christian fellowship is dynamic and alive rather than 
static. Often it is the purpose of worldly fellowships to keep 
the status quo. That kind of fellowship becomes a circle of 
defense against change. But inthe fellowship of Jesus Christ 
one of the key words is 'grow' (Eph. 1:17+19; 3-14-19). 


Christian worship and Christian fellowship go hand in 
hand. Our attitude toward our fellow Christians and our 
attitude toward God are vitally related. If we do not love 
our sisters and brothers in Christ we cannot love God (1 John 
3:14; 4:20), The observance of the Lord's Supper is not a 
mere ceremony in which we remember the ancient past. In 
the Lord's Supper we remember the cross of Christ and, at 
the same time, we are to recognize our relationship to each 
other in the body of Christ (1 Cor. 10:16, 17). 


Among the early Christians Barnabas stands out as a 
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person who did practical things to increase fellowship among 
Christians. When Saul came back from Damascus and at-= 
tempted to become a part of the Jerusalem church, the 
members refused to accpet him (Acts 9:26-28). Barnabas, 
however, stepped forward to reverse that refusal. In doing 
that Barnabas took a risk— what if Saul had not really been 
a sound Christian? But because Barnabas had that courage 
Saul the convert soon was recognized as Paul the apostle. 
Without fellowship Saul would not have been able to have 
continued the Christian life. 


In the same way, today, in every country there are people 
who need the redeeming fellowship of the church. Some of 
these people come to our assembles. They feel timid, un- 
sure. They may not even know why they have come to a 
church service. But they hope that some how they may find 
fellowship to give their lives purpose. When people like 
that come to our meetings it is our opportunity to welcome 
them into the fellowship of Christ. The ministry of welcom- 
ing is a vital work in the kingdom of Christ. If the church 
does not demonstrate the outreach of Christisn fellowship, 
who will? ‘Accept one another, then, just as Christ accept- 
ed you, in order to bring praise to God" (Rom. 15:7). 


Apt. 301 Tokiwa Manshon No. 19 Senbon, Tokiwa-cho, 1- 
chome, Numazu-shi, Shizuolka-ken 410, Japan 





Editor's Note: In his newsletter, bro. Prout makes this 
observation concerning the status of the church in Japan. 


‘Among restoration movement congregations in Japan, 
most if. not all of the divisions that we find in the USA exist= 
blunting of the call for unity in Christ. American church 
traditions have been imported to Jagan. Idines have been 
drawn among congregations on the basis of those traditions. 
As aresult, Japanese believers wonder if American Mission- 
aries are in any sense ready to actually practice the unity of 
which they so often speak." 


As I have indicated at another time, division at home isa 
sin, but when it is exported to foreign lands it becomes 
doubly sinful. There is that certain segment of brethren 
who, if we are to judge them by their fruits, have not the 
slightest concern for the unity of God's people. Yes, they 
mouth the proper slogans, i.e., "we will all be united if we 
do what God says, "' or ''all that is necessary is for others to 
respect the authority of scripture." What it all boils dayn 
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to.s "if everyone will agree with our understanding of the 
Bible we'll be united." It is never put in such plain language 
but the implication is there in every article we read. Like, 
"we will not unite at the expense of truth’’, meaning that they 
alone have the proper understanding of ''Truth.‘' Truth, to 
them, is what is understood to be the "pattern", but when 
we Check out the "yattern" we find that it is based on opinion 
in every case. So ail of our sinful division is caused by 
fallible human opinion, and not on the basis of anything that 
the scriptures clearly reveals. What will it take to convince 
our legalistic brethren that they must make a distinction 
between traditional opinion and God's revelation? If unity 
cannot be achieved at home, we should at least have enough 
concern for the church not to export our division to foreign 
lands. 


PARADOX OF THE CROSS 


RICHARD KRUSE 


You have probably seen a similar picture. It was a 
drawing by a child depicting the crucifixion of Jesus. In the 
simple drawing bright red blood was vividly shown as flow- 
ing from the nail holes in the hands and feet of Jesus as weil 
as his pierced side, just as one might expect to see. How- 
ever, in the cloudless sky the yellow sun was shown to be 
shining brightly with the usual rays of light flowing out of 
it. And on the ground purple and blue flowers colourfully 
bloomed among the green grass presenting a quite sense of 
beauty. 


Perhaps unknowingly the child portrayed the paradox of 
the cross. A scandal, mystery and at best an unpleasant 
scene of suifering and death; while at the same time a sense 
of great beauty, life, continuity and awe must be present 
whenever we contemplate the eternal consequences of the 
cross. 


THE CROSS OF JESUS IS PERHAPS 
THE GREATEST OF ALL PARADOXES 


It was the most tragic event in the history of the world, 
yet the most wonderful thing that ever happened. 


It was the saddest spectacle people ever beheld, yet out of 
it came forth the greatest joy. 
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The cross pictures the sinfulness of mankind, yet God's 
holiness is also richly portrayed. 


Human weakness is vividly evident in the mob, yet divine 
strength is clearly demonstrated. 


FOOLISHNESS TO HUMANS: THE REVELATION OF THE 
DIVINE WISDOM OF GOD. 


RESPONDING TO THE PARADOX 


Paul wrote about the scandal of the crucifixion because it 
offends our sense of justice. The innocent should not suffer 
for what the guilty have done! Surely one should not die for 
the wrong doing of another. Must not everyone save himself 
or herself? Strange as it might seem, the way God chose to 
save the world was not according to human logic or sense of 
justice. His was the permitting of Jesus to die in our 
place. The innocent dying for the guilty was God's gracious 
will. 


We are attracted to the sacrifice and at the same time 
repelled by it. Could it be that our sin is so great that the 
crucifixion was necessary? In. our astonishment we may 
feel like Peter and cry out ''Go away from me, Lord; Iama 
sinful man!'t (Luke 5:8). Weare ashamed. We feel guilty. 
We feel the weight of our sin. Yet that is not the purpose of 
the cross. When considering the cross, we should rejoice 
that through God's grace we have been forgiven. We are not 
guilty. We are declared innocent, spiritually alive, throug): 
the death of Jesus! 


When we do accept the crucifixion as God's righteous act 
in Christ, everything becomes right and we find the mystery 
of God cleared up. God's love is revealed tous. We know 
that God is not only just -but more importantly, that he is 
in reality love. 


A change in view toward life is produced which results in 
a change in life. The believer is a ‘new creation", recon- 
ciled to God through the Lord Jesus Christ and given a 
message of reconciliation to others (2 Cor. 5:1). 


The response to the cross is a paradox. If, through an 
obedient faith, we accept the gift of grace provided in the 
death of Jesus on the cross, we have eternal life. However, 
if we reject this gift to choose the life the world has to offer, 
we have spiritual death. 
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JESUS WON BY LOSING 
(Something beyond the comprehension of the carnal mind. ) 


The cross would be considered as Satan's victory, yet it 
was the most stunning defeat Satan ever suffered. 


It appeared to be Jesus’ most humiliating defeat, yet it 
was the most glorious victory he ever won. 


JESUS CONQUERED BY SURRENDERING 
(The military mind says that is impossible. ) 


The cross was the greatest exhibition of divine justice in 
condemning sin, yet the most wonderful demonstration of 
divine mercy in pardoning sin. 


It was God's greatest manifestation of hatred for sin, yet 
his supreme proof of love for the sinner. 


GOD'S JUSTICE CONDEMNED SIN; HIS MERCY FORGAVE 
IT. 


The cross was the darkest hour in world history, yet it 
was the time of greatest light for the world. 


It was a time when the sun refused to shine and God hid 
his face from Jesus, yet it was the means by which Jesus 
fully became the "light of the world." 


THE LIGHT SHINING IN THE DARKNESS CAN NOW BE 
UNDERSTOOD (John 1:5). 


The cross demonstrates the hatred some people had for 
Jesus, yet we can see Christ's love for all people. 


In it we see sinful human vengeance as they cry for his 
blood, yet it demonstrates the divine act of forgiveness. 


"FATHER, FORGIVE THEM, FOR THEY DO NOT KNOW 
WHAT THEY ARE DOING" (Luke 23:34). 


Now, how do you see the crucifixion? What conclusions 
do you draw from it? How would you draw a picture of it? 
How would you picture the GREATEST DEBT PADD WITH 
THE GREATEST LOVE? 


65 Eileen Avenue, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M6N 1V6 
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DISCIPLESHIP 


Whoever would save his life will lose it, and whoever loses" 
his life for my sake will find it. - Matthew 16:25 | 





J. D. SEGROVE 


What did you give up for Lent this year? Personally, I gave up 
needlepoint. Last year it was pancakes boiled in cabbage juice. 
The year before it was rollerskating through buffalo herds. 


The whole idea of giving up’ something for Lent is sad because 
it comes from misunderstanding of Jesus’ statement in Matthew 16: 
24: If any man will come after me, let him deny himself and take up 
his cross and follow me. 


He did not say to deny things to self, but to deny self. Nor did He 
say to hate self as some teach. The impetus is on denying the ego— 
the seif—in its quest for supremecy in our lives. 


The reason behind this condition for discipleship is as important 
as the command itself. Every sin has the same source—selfishness 
or self-centeredness. The non-Christian lives on the basis of I 
Want, or I Will. The lust of the flesh is the real enemy of the 
abundant life Jesus came to reveal and give to His disciple. 


Most mankind stands before God declaring, Not Thy Will, But 
Mine Be Done. 


Now, no man can serve two Masters. If you are number one in 
your life, then where is God? 


This being true, God confronts us with a decision—and a promise. 
The decision is to let go of selfishness and let Him take charge of 
our lives. And the promise is an exchange of the misery experienc+ 
ed in trying to satisfy self for the peace of mind encountered in 
having a new Master who loves us and only wants what is best for 
us. 


God is as near as the surrender of self to Him. Conversion is 
taking self off of the throne of our lives and putting God there. 
Commitment to Him means He is the center, not just of our 
Theology, but of our needs and desires. 

It involves a lot more than giving up candy bars for a week! 

410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 
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~ BLACKLISTING 


J. JAMES ALBERT 


There is a pseudo practice prevalent in and among 
Churches of Christ that is both unscriptural and antiscrip- 
tural. It doesn't matter whether you call it blackballing, 
boycotting, ostracism, or something else. It is a concerted 
effort by the leaders of a party to exclude from the privileges 
of the party those brethren they view as some kind of threat 
to them or the party until these brethren acquiesce, conform 
or kowtow to the leadership. It is done without formally and 
specifically charging brethren with wrongdoing. The so- 
called brethren-in-error are given no kind of trial or their 
"day in court", so to speak. Avenues to redress their 
grievances are shut off to them. If these brethren be sin< 
ners, why not deal with them according to the scriptural 
instructions of dealing with a sinning brother as given in 
Matthew 18:15-187 


The answer is that the ysarty leaders know that these so-= 
called brethren-in-error no more fit the description of those 
referred to in Matthew 18 than they themselves fit the di- 
scription. These "brethren-in-error', while exercising 
their right to read and study and interpret the scriptures for 
themselves, have arrived at some different conclusions/ 
interpretations /ofinions than those of the party leaders. 
They have questioned some of the opinions and practices of 
the party leaders and the party. These so-called brethren— 
in-error are merely using a freedom that the party leaders 
vocally advocate and want to enjoy themselves, but deny to 
others and attempt to squelch it if it isn't to their liking. 


Internally the warty leaders know these brethren with 
whom they disagree are generally good people, very spirit- 
ual minded, and would purposely no more harm the church 
than they would their own fleshly families. But they can't 
forbear in love or tolerate their differences of opinion. They 
see these brethren-in~error as a threat to their authority 
and leadership, so they resort to blackballing, boycotting, 
ostracism which is a cowardly subterfuge. It can be charac= 
terized as follows: 


1) The practice is a manifestation of the party spirit. 


2) It is a practice grounded in feelings of fear rather than 
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based upon facts. 


3) Practitioners lack intergity and use gossip, including 
misrepresentation, as their chief avenue of communication. 
I personally know of evangelists who have spread tales about 
congregations and individuals on the west coast 3000 miles 
away on the east coast and these evangelists have never 
visited or talked directly with either the congregations or 
the individuals about the subject matter of their gossip. 


4) It is a way for evangelists and other party leaders to 
exercise a kind of censorship over "the brotherhood." 
Despite the fact that evangelists and party leaders will 
vocally advocate an open Bible policy, they fear this course 
because underneath they have little confidence in their 
brethren. They see them as being of little or weak faith and 
not having the ability to discern. 


5) It is a way for evangelists and other party leaders to 
preserve their authority and power. They enhance them- 
selves and their opinions primarily by tearing others down. 
They fan the flames of partyism much as a governmental 
leader fans the flames of nationalism. Our party constitutes 
the one, true church in existence upon this earth. We alone 
are the faithful disciples. We are doctrinally correct, no 
doubt about it. We alone are the righteous. God is proud to 
have uS as His loyal children. The result is a condescending 
attitude toward those brethren who differ in opinion similar 
to the attitude Jesus illustrated in the story of the Pharisee 
and Publican (Luke 18:9-14). 


6) Those ostracized are often attacked in the leading party 
paper. Sometimes they are named and other times they are 
attacked as straw men. Loyal party followers get the idea 
that if it appears in the written voice of the party it must be 
“gospel''. Those attacked are not given opportunity to re- 
spond to rebut in the paper on the premise that such would 
merely serve to further advertise and spread their false 
doctrine. 


7) The most noticeable manifestation of the practice is in 
the assemblies. When the assemblies are called to order, 
brethren in good standing with the party do an about-face for 
the length of the assemblies toward those who are on the 
black list. The ostracized may now be viciously attacked 
instead of being chatted with ina friendly manner. Instead 
of friendly pats on the back and warm handshakes, the so=- 
called erring brethren are either ignored or verbally 
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pummeled. This charge for the time of the assemblies is 
done on the premise that to recognize or cali on brethren- 
in-error would corrupt the worship or give indication that 
their so-called error in thinking was endorsed. 


So, brethren-in-error aren't permitted to lead a song, but 
they can sing along. They are encouraged to open their Bible 
while an ‘in’ brother espouses his opinions to the detriment 
of theirs. They can't wait on the Lord's Table, but it is 
passed to them as brethren. How inconsistent! There is no 
greater sign of fellowship than the sharing of the Lord's 
Supper. None of the collection money can be used to help or 
support these brethren, but it is readily passed to them for 
donations. All of this inconsistency based on false concepts 
of fellowship and worship! 


Brethren, I can't help but think that Jesus is pathetically 
laughing at us and viewing us as hypocrites as he did the 
scribes and Pharisees for actions similar to theirs in our 
practice of ostracism. It's an action on a par with that af 
Peter to the Gentiles until the Jews arrived and for which 
Paul had to rebuke Peter to his face for his hypocrisy. 


Please think seriously about what I have written. Brethren 
who are blacklisted are not false teachers to be treated like 
heathen and tax collectors. They are not dogs who have 
returned to their own vomit or washed sows to wallowing in 
the mud. They have not denied the faith. Generally they are 
very sfiritual minded brethren who just have a different 
degree of knowledge. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 








ENGLISH WORD ORIGINS 
CONGREGATION ~''a flock" 


Latin grex, gregis, means "flock" or "herd," and is the 
basis for the word congregare, meaning "to gather into a 
flock,"' ''to collect.'' Derived from this is congregatio, which 
is taken into English as congregation. The word pastor 
carries out the same symbolism. Iatin pascere means "to 
pasture," "to feed.’ The past participle pastus | gives Latin 
pastor, "a shepherd" or "tone who has the care of flocks." 
Later there developed the figurative meaning "a keeper of 
souls" or "the minister of a church." The two words pre- 
serve the symbolism of the shepherd and his flock. 
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The Secret of Church Growth 





MICHAEL HALL 


Everyone who writes about church growth prefixes a dis- 
claimer. They make it clear they are not writing the last 
word about church growth. But now before you is an article 
that asserts it has the secret of church growth —the last 
word. Where angels fear to tread, I run! Yes I engage in 
this fool-hardy behavior because there is an ultimate word 
about church growth. It is not an esoteric word, nor did I 
come up with it on my own. I discovered it by reading it in 
nearly every book on church growth. I believe it could be 
said without fear of contradiction that there is probably not 
a book on church growth written in the past two decades that 
has not contained this ultimate word. 


This final word on church growth is in all the books yet 
fails to radicaily effect our churches and growth statistics. 
Why this is I don't lnow. I oniy surmise that it's because we 
treat it as but another ingredient in church growth and do not 
give it the preeminence it deserves. 


What is this final word on church growth? It is something 
fundamental in a pragmatic way. Obviously there are several 
theological fundamentals. preaching the truth, proclaiming 
the centrality of Jesus Christ, and keeping the Good-news of 
God's grace front and center in our churches. Every evan- 
gelical church that is truly evangelical ('gospel'') believes 
that and yet many such Bibie-oriented churches do not grow. 
Biblical orthodoxy is not enough for growth, there must also 
be “orthopraxy" (to use Francis Schaeffer's word). We must 
also be faithful and true to living out the gospel and imple- 
menting it in our church life and outreach. 


What then is this final word on church growth that enables 
us to communicate the good-news in a genuinely effective 
way? Yeakiey first called my attention to this basic prin- 
Ciple of church growth in his book 'Why Churches Grow." 
He writes, ''Find a need and fili it." 


People are motivated by their felt needs and must be 
approached in terms of what they sense is important. By 
discovering their hurts, interests, and problems and ad- 
dressing those human concerns by the gospel of Christ we 
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utilize the motivational powers that God has designed into 
each and every one of us. For by finding a need—we are 
finding people's interest point as well as their psychological 
and spiritual needs. By filling those needs with the re- 
sources which the Gospel provides us we are giving people a 
taste of the grace of God and tapping their innate motiva- 
tional structure. 


Abraham Maslow helps us to understand the innate motiva- 
tional structure in human personality in his book appropria ~ 
tely entitled, "Motivation and Personality." There he posits 
that we have five classes of needs which he arranges ina 
hierarchy. This hierarchy of needs includes psysiological 
needs (food, water, sleep, rest) which are our "lower needs". 
Maslow then posits security and safety needs, belonging, 
love, and affection needs, self-esteem needs. and finally 
those needs that involve our self-actualization—that is, be- 
coming everything God has designed us to become. This 
final group of needs includes our needs for beauty, truth, 
order, love, hope, and all of the other meta-needs that 
uniquely make us human being —beings that reflect our di- 
vine image. 


We become more effective in communicating the good- 
news as we take “human nature" into consideration as we 
proclaim the good-news—the human nature designed by God 
and the human nature the gospel itself assumes. In the time 
of the Protestant Reformation a common felt need of that age 
was to be right with God. Martin Luther and the other re= 
formers spoke about ''How to Get Right With God" and the 
topic itself was inherently interesting and appealing. Such 
was the case during the early 18th and 19th centuries when 
Campbell and Stone began ‘The Restoration Movement." 


But we have now entered into an era of history that's being 
called "the post -Christian age.'t Secularism's impact on 
our society has altered our felt needs. It is just as true 
today as ever that people have a need for God—but that need 
is no longer a conscious and felt need that dominates our 
personalities. Technology, secularism, consumerism, per- 
meates the consciousness, our consciousness as well as 
individualism, alienation, loneliness, depression, and other 
such psychic diseases of people without ultimate values and 
no sense of God's immediately loving presence. 


Today we advertize that a speaker is going to address the 
subject of ‘How to Get Right With God" and multitudes of 
people do not rush to our buildings. The need is there but 
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not the feeling. That's why we must begin where people are 
and must speak the gospel in terms of felt needs. Today 
people are more interested in handling life's daily problems, 
depression, loneliness, relationship enrichments, the mean- 
ing of life, and how to live with love, faith, and hope than 
they are in theology. Newspayers, TV magazines, books, 
and seminars constantly address these topics— but from the 
secular perspective. 


"Find a need and heal it'' provides us a church growth pro- 
cedure which imitates the incarnational style of Jesus who 
always began where people were so that he could lead them 
to where they could be! Churches grow because people are 
being drawn to the Man with the real answers about life's 
problems. Jesus is that Man. But most people in our cul- 
ture do not know that. They think Jesus‘ message concerns 
only their soul and religious topics. They have bought the 
Secular Myth that compartmentalizes real life concerns 
from religious matters. But the truth is that Jesus‘ word of 
good-news is good for this life and the life to come (I Tim. 
4:8). Jesus is into abundant life like nobody else! His 
Good=news is life affirming, not life negating. 


When churches relate the gosyel to life's concerns in a 
way that answers people's felt needs people will flock to our 
doors. The lack of flocking to our doors usually results 
from people sensing that the Gospel in terms of how it is 
indeed Good~news for life's felt needs. 


1333 North 23rd Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501 


LANDMARK DECISION -- from page 42 


the United States Supreme Court "Affirmed without opinion" 
the decision of the Third District Court of Appeals, Dade 
County, Florida, which ruled the Church of Christ has a 
congregational form of government, and that members, 
rather than the elders, hire and fire the minister, control 
the purse strings, and elect and remove elders. Two elders 
in the Liberty City Church of Christ argued throughout the 
two-year legal battle* in state courts and in two appeals to 
the nation’s highest court, that they—not the entire congre- 
gation—controlled the congregation's purse strings. The 
United States Supreme Court disagreed with the contention of 
the elders, affirmed the findings of the trial court and the 
Court of Appeats, holding the congregation—not the elders= 
had the authority to hire and fire the minister, elect and 
remove elders, and control the church purse strings. It is 
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time for the elders at Sixth and Izard to fold their tents and 
relinquish the control they have arbitrarily wrested from the 
members. THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT HAS 
HELD THE MEMBERS OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, NOT 
ONLY HAVE A RIGHT TO KNOW, THEY HAVE EXCLUSIVE 
AUTHORITY TO GOVERN THEMSELVES. This decision 
is a binding precedent for the Arkansas Supreme Court. 
Whether the Church of Christ is hierarchical or congrega- 
tional in form of government is no longer open to debate. 


*In this case, it was the elders who filed the suit, against 
the minister, AFTER the members VOTED to remove the 


elders. "' 
** KKK HK K 


It is regrettable that these church matters have to be taken 
to the courts where they become public knowledge. It can't 
do much for the image of the Church of Christ. But is there 
any other way? Certainly the elderships throughout the land, 
like their first century predecessors, are not going to give 
up their ''seats in the synagogue” in any way short of legal 
force. 


It is somewhat of a mystery how that the teachings of such 
notable brethren as David Lipscomb, Tolbert Fanning, and 
E.G. Sewell could be so easily ignored and so soon forgotten 
concerning the subject of elders. J. Ridley Stroop said in 
his book on "Restoration Ideas on Church Organization", ‘It 
is indeed strange that the scholarship of these brethren to 
whom we refer as the stalwart restoration leaders in the 
Church of Christ has been rejected on this subject and their 
earnest pleadings that the people of God rid themselves of 
all misguided ecclesiastic concepts of the church and its 
organization have gone unheeded. In fact all such pleadings 
have gone unheeded by many people of the present day. Con- 
sequently the same ecclesiastic concepts are still the source 
of much trouble in the Church of Christ. 


"Why have these pleadings gone unheeded? It appears to 
be due to the fact that people who believe the Bible to be the 
inspired Word of God have inadvertently applied this con- 
viction tothe English translation of the Bible instead of the 
words spoken by the Lord and the apostles. They seem to 
forget that the apostles were inspired men but the translators 
of the Bible were not. Therefore, they tend to resist any 
correction of translation as if it were a perversion of the 
teaching, when in reality it is a correction of a perversion. 
Church of Christ people, however, have made some adjust- 
ments in this situation. They have learned that the Greek 
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word "baptidzo'’ means "immerse" and insist that the word 
‘baptize"' be given that meaning. The examination of the 
word "ekklesia" in the foregoing articles (the word that 
Jesus and the apostles used) shows beyond doubt that it 
means "'assembly''—a body of people, not an ecclesiastic 
unit. If you accept the former correction, why can you not 
accept the latter? I beg you to reconsider. 


"An examination of the words which were used by inspired 
writers that have been translated "rule" makes it clear that 
no power of arbitrary control is indicated but rather the 
influence on fellow Christians through living and teaching the 
word of God. If you acceyf the correction on the meaning of 
"baptize", why can you not accept the correction of the 
meaning of "rule''? I beg you to reconsider. And why not 
reconsider the use of "office", "officer", "organize", etc. ? 


"Why have these pleadings gone unheeded? It appears that 
church leaders today, like James and John when they learned 
of the kingdom, have failed to understand the nature of it. 
James and John thought of it as partaking of the nature of 
earthly kingdoms with places of honor and authority instead 
of recognizing it as a spiritual kingdom with universal op- 
portunity for service. Even with the completed revelation 
our leaders have done no better. They seem to have failed 
utterly to accept Christ as king and to recognize that the 
gospel is the only power that has ever been committed into 
the hands of any man in religious matters and that it has 
been committed into the hands of every man who will receive 
it sincerely. ... Our exaggerated emphasis upon the church 
as an institution rather than an assembly of Christians has 
produced at least two dire results. The most devastating 
is the consequence of Considering the church as a "Saving 
institution" which has led an estimated 75% or more of our 
people to trust in church membership to the neglect of 
Christian living, to the jeopardizing of their salvation, and 
to a continued increase in spiritual mortality. A second 
baneful result of the institutional concept of the church has 
arisen from the practice of binding the church or assembly 
of Christians with ecclesiastic rules which admittedly do not 
apply to individual Christians. This perversion has resulted 
in serious divisions over methods of Christian cooperation 
in preaching the gospel and in caring for the needy. ... 


"Hoes not the jeosardy of souls cry out for a reconsidera- 
tion of the Bible teaching on the church? What will you do 
to help?'' - A Plea For Reconsideration, pp. 218-21 | 


58 
(18) 


Does Baptism Cure Leprosy? 
LYLE E. SCHAEFER 


I know that this writing won't settle the controversy concerning 
baptism, but I pray that my thoughts will at least cause us to admit 
that the way of salvation is not a response to faith, but the author 
and perfecter of our faith. For salvation is found in no one else 
(or anything else); for there is no other name under heaven given to 
men by which we must be saved (John 14:6; Heb. 12:2; Acts 4:12). 


Of course baptism has nothing to do with leprosy. But do we not 
present this act of faith as a cure or remedy for our sins? And we 
even use the healing of Naaman's leprosy as another proof-text for 
our inference (2 Kings 5). Yet, other than the fact that water was 
used, Naaman's washing actually contradicts the baptism of Christ. 
Without faith it is impossible to please God (Heb. 11:6); but Naaman 
washed seven times in the Jordan without faith. In fact, he was 
angry at the idea and couldn't understand why Elisha just didn't 
come to him, stand and call onthe name of the Lord his God, wave 
his hand over the spot and cure him of his leprosy. Note that the 
Lord was the God of Elisha; Naaman worshipped in the temple of 
Rommon. Is baptism an act for modern-day Naamans? {i submit 
that according to many church sermons we promote exactly this 
doctrine. Indeed, it's not uncommon to hear sermons on baptism 
and other doctrines with little or no mention of Christ or His grace. 
Sadly, we stress how "'we'' can save ourselves rather than Who 
saves us. 


I wish someone would explain to me why we accept the fact that 
we're ''crucified'' (Rom. 6:6) only in the "spiritual'' sense, but must 
be literally "immersed" or "buried''? I wish someone would explain 
to me why the one baptism implies it can only be done once. Does 
it mean that we can call on our one Lord only once? Is our one 
faith good for only one act? 


As I study our teachings on baptism I question whether our con- 
clusions are based on them being required by scriptural text, or 
are they onty consistent with the text? Indeed, if Philip and the 
eunuch going down into the water and coming up out of the water 
requires total immersion, then Philip baptized himself as well 
(Acts 8:38-39). Is not the requirement in the context the knowledge 
of Jesus and what the water observance signified? 


I agree with Paul that our mission is to preach Christ first, then 
comes the baptizing and teaching (1 Cor. 1:17). ButI fear that the 
baptistery has replaced the cross. Salvation seems to depend on 
the water we are baptized with more than the Name we are baptized 
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into. The Church of Christ has become more important than the 
Name of Christ. Indeed, modern-day disciples of Ephesus are 
asked for their church affiliation and mode of baptism. Yet, Paul 
was concerned with their being baptized into the right Name (Acts 
19:1-5). 


Baptism saves us only in the sense that our faith frusts in the 
blood of Christ. In baptism we proclaim our salvation. But I'm 
bothered that many brethren are baptized to rid themselves of their 
leprosy, without understanding the gospel of Christ. The water 
does not save us (1 Pet. 3:21); but our baptism declares our faith 
and spiritual cleansing in the name of salvation, Yeshua (Mat. 1:21). 


6386 S.W. 42nd Street, Miami, Florida 33155 
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SERMONIZING 


J. James Albert 


In James 3:1 we find the inspired writer saying, "My 
brethren, let not many of you become teachers, knowing that 
we shall receive a stricter judgment.'' The letter of James 
was originally addressed "to the twelve tribes which are 
scattered abroad.'" The Holy Spirit probably led James to 
write the caution concerning becoming teachers because 
many of the Jews who responded to the gospel saw them- 
selves as very Knowledgeable of God and his ways and they 
manifested an air of condescention toward the Gentile 
converts. 


Human nature hasn't changed and brethren today aspire to 
be teachers, or are teachers, for the wrong reasons. This 
is especially true of many young men who have thoughts of 
being an evangelist. They can't wait toimpess others with 
their preparation and delivery of sermons. They tend to 
flaunt their knowledge and be dogmatic. They love totakea 
verse that is especially critical to the party and attack every 
nuance of interpretation that is contrary to tradition and beat 
them into the ground. Then they bind their (the party's) 
legalistic interpretation upon the hearers. After a half-hour 
to an hour of battling straw men they conclude their remarks 
with an invitation to any unbelievers present to respond to 
the gospel by being baptized and joining the ranks of those 
who are doctrinally correct because we don't interpret the 
scriptures; we just obey them. Those brethren who have 
forgotten or neglected some of the party shibboleths are 
invited to reaffirm their loyalty by confessing before the 
audience that they had been led down the wrong path. If 
either of the two categories responds in the appropriate 
manner the results will be reported in the party journal. 
After a series of such sermonizing, the reports often say, 
"No visible results, but we believe good was done." 


I know whereof J speak, because I grew up inthis kind of 
system andI was highly motivated to be a prominent person 
in it. Slavishly I studied and learned the party creed and 
began to propagate it through sermonizing. To be ready to 
do battle at any time with a "digressive" brother I memori- 
zed the standard arguments and wrote as much as I could on 

(turn to page 78) 
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———— _ THE LAW FULFILLED —— 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


It was a difficult thing to be a believer in Rome. The 
apostle who wrote to the ‘'called ones'' leaves no doubt about 
it in his letter to them. Political pressures and social un- 
acceptance made life less than easy for the followers of 
Jesus. The fact that they were looked upon as but another 
sect of the Jews made for an uneasy existence. They had no 
recourse to the highly lauded Roman law. It was amazing 
that they were so ‘full of goodness, filled with all lmowledge, 
and able also to admonish one another." 


Certainly the more peaceable and quiet they could be, and 
the less public notice they attracted to themselves, the 
better off they would be. They were admonished to discharge 
their obligations to all men. ‘Pay tax and toll, reverence 
and respect to those to whom they are due."t Some have been 
elevated to a place of legal authority by the fortunes of birth, 
by their own ambitious working, or by the selection of their 
peers. Deference is their due. We do not gain the blessing 
of God by resenting earthly magistrates or by refusing to 
pay our taxes. Heaven is not gained by evading income tax 
on earth. We must be subject.to rulers not only because of 
fear of their exploding wrath, but also for conscience’ sake. 





It is while dealing with this facet of behavior that the 
apostle reaches a peak in his presentation. After telling us 
to pay taxes and customs assessments, he informs us that 
we must owe no man anything. That creates quite a bit of 
consternation in our world when ‘buying on time" or floating 
a loan" for everything from an automobile to a house, is the 
order of the day. All of the media hype is contrary to it, 
and the modern "use it while paying for it"' generally carries 
us along on the crest of the wave. It just does not read like 
Mastercard or Visa advertisements. It is not my intention 
to try and figure out what all is involved in the statement. I 
want to get on to the positive ! 


Love one another! Love is the due of every man! It is 
his right, not because I borrowed from him, but because he 
is a man, made in the image of God. He may have obscured 
that image. It may be fragile, cracked or broken. It may 
be shattered to bits. But I still have a debt to pay him. It is 
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not a matter of a specific law, or a written command. It 
transcends law. Men who believe that the authority of Jesus 
is manifested in a specific law in a written code are always 
looking for a loophole. And they always find it, or imagine 
it, or invent it. And they get "off the hook."" They can dust 
off their hands and go merri'y on their way ignoring the 
brother. Or worse yet, they can say, ''Oh, I love everyone," 
when in reality they think only of themselves. They are 
everyone in their own sight. 


But Paul affirms that ''He that loveth another has fulfilled 
the law."' He has satisfied every claim of the law. The 
apostle mentions the commands against adultery, killing, 
stealing, bearing false witness and coveting. All of these 
are social in nature. They deal with personal relationships. 
The clever evader thinks he sees an escape hatch here. But 
Paul goes on to say, "if there be any other commandment." 
That does it! Whatever command you can drum up or dream 
up is comprehended in the saying ''Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself... The word comprehend is from com, 
together; and prehendere, to include or grasp. Everything 
else is included. It merely needs activation, not explanation! 


The purpose of the law ideally was to effect the common 
good. It was to eliminate injustice, unfairness and greedi-~ 
ness. The legal system was to insure that evil did not 
triumph. It was to make it impossible to work ill to a 
neighbor. And, because love cannot wrong a neighbor it is 
the fulfilling of that ideal. But that is negative. All law 
dealing with treatment of another is negative. It is impossi- 
ble to make a man be good to another by law. You can only 
make him wish he had been. Law is external. It is likea 
bandage applied to a wound. 


But love is internal. All of us who have read after the 
trenchant J.B. Phillips and C.S. Lewis, know that there are 
four kinds of love. But the one Paul speaks of here is 
agapao. It is the love which reaches out to the unlovable. 
It is creative as was its original author. It does not search 
and seek out for the Quality in another which it can love. It 
creates that quality as God didinus. ''For God so loyed the 
world." And when it has created it, love gives to meet the 
need. God actually gave His Son. We give whatever is 
necessary to reclaim or redeem the personality, not because 
a law says to do it, for that would be impossible, but be— 
cause we ourselves have been redeemed by the greatest 
giver of all. We do not say "I love you because I need you, " 
but rather, "I need you because [ love you."' Think upon that 
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until it governs your conscience and guides your conduct. 
Agape is the active and beneficient good will which stops at 
nothing to achieve the good of the beloved object. 


We are no longer subject to a written code, or set of 
rules. A written code isa policeman. it is a patrolman, a 
jailer, a custodian. When the world was immature and 
childish it was under tutors and governors. But it grew up. 
The fulness of time came. God sent His Son to redeem 
them that were under the law. We have received the adoption 
of sons. We are no more slaves. Faith came and the cus- 
todian died. It was Jesus who rose from the dead, not the 
law. Now love does what the law could not. it transforms 
us. It makes us children like the Father. 


In the version which King James of England arranged, the 
translators Quaintly use the language which was current in 
1611 A.D. ‘Let love be without dissimulation.” I have never 
heard anyone talk that way. Now we say, ‘Let love be free 
from hypocrisy."* It is not easy to do. We are so accustom - 
ed to feign or pretend love for those whom we secretly 
despise, that we find ourselves walking in the same well- 
known rut in spite of our knowledge. But I am convinced 
that genuine love for all men is the only cure for all of the 
world's ills, not because the law commands it, but because 
Jesus enjoins and exemplifies it. Lord, help me to love! 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 





Editor's Note: The following letter from Otis Kelley and 
response by Norman Parks is in reference to bro. Parks' 
article in the February issue of Ensign titled, ''The Power- 
Full Eldership." 


Dear Brother Parks: 

Your article in the last issue of Ensign was interesting. I 
agree with much that you wrote about elders and their at- 
tempts to wield power. But, in saying that there should be 
no eldership or body of men separated out from the whole 
body of older men, are you not ignoring the fact that elders 
in the early church were appointed by Paul (Acts 14:23). 
This indicates that not all men who reached the age to be 
called elders (whatever that age is) became elders in the 
church. And are you not overlooking 1 Tim. 3:1? 

- Otis Kelley 


eR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR KOR OK KOR KK OK OK OK 


(5) 63 


Dear Brother Kelley: 

Ideally every Christian through maturation should become 
an elder by virtue of the growth process urged in the New 
Testament. Every older woman should be able to counsel, 
guide, and be a model for the younger women of the Chris-~ 
tian community. Every older man should likewise have 
matured to the point that his life is an example for others to 
follow and his teaching is so good and sound as to win 
acceptance of the community. Unfortunately this ideal is not 
realized, and even more unfortunately it is not encouraged. 
On the other hand, nothing is more deplorable than the 
practice of limiting the number of elders to five, seven, or 
nine in a flock numbering into the hundreds. Is this not 
evidence of failure? 


Iam confident Paul never appointed anybody anelder. We 
are victims of a mistranslation of Acts 14:23. The Greek 
word commonly translated "appoint" in the popular versions 
actually means "choose by show of hands" and describes the 
democratic electoral process in ancient Athens. The New 
International Version properly translates this verse ina 
footnote to read "Paul and Barnabas had elders elected." I 
would guess contemporary scholarship would unanimously 
approve this translation. But the commercial need to sell 
Bibles bars many such corrections, including the translation 
of baptize as immerse." 


While I do not believe that elders constitute a hierarchy, 
or hold office, or exercise functions which others may not 
exercise, and therefore are something apart from the body, 
k believe they should be elected by the congregation by 
voting. Indeed, it would be wise to elect them for staggered 
terms and have their performance reviewed by the church. 
However, I do not believe in "instant elders'~—that is, that 
election makes an elder. One should already be an elder 
before so chosen, for this is a growth process involving 
years — years of teaching experience, years of deep study 
and learning, years of unselfish concern for the welfare of 
others, years of intimate friendship with young and old. 
Since elders are not rulers, power-wielders, decision- 
makers, or owners of the church treasury and real property, 
and since the Bible teaches that they are to lead by example 
and not by command, the more elders there are, the richer 
the life of the church. Consequently opportunities for leader- 
ship should be multiplied so that the church always has many 
growing into leadership. 


I think it follows that there should be fewer elder-meetings 
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and more church-meetings. There should also be more 
deacon meetings to assess their performances as servants 
of the church. Nothing is more perverse than the notion that 
deacons are somehow the servants of the elders. Deacons 
should give an account of their ministries to the members. 
who choose them for their work. Churches of Christ were 
once more responsible in this respect. The minutes of the 
church attended by my grandparents which covered the years 
1830 to 1868 reveal that there was never an elders meeting 
apart from the congregational meeting in 38 years! Nor a 
single decision arrived at by the elders! Our ancestors 
were correct in their belief that itis not the duty of elders 
to make decisions for the members, rather it is their role 
to lead the church into making its own decisions. When 
elders come to realize that in their biblical role they have 
no power or authority, that theirs is not to hire or fire, to 
spend or not to spend, or to accex or reject ("withdraw 
fellowship"), and that like the servant Jesus they must 
empty themselves of claims to status, then our churches 
will grow richly in responsibility, and voluntary leadership 
and voluntary fellowship will multiply. 


There is nothing in the above statement which conflicts 
with I Tim. 3:1-7, which is a splendid description of those 
who would shepherd the Christian community. But it does 
not describe an office, with powers that inhere exclusively 
in it which would be unlawful for anyone else to exercise. 
There is nothing which an elder can do biblically that another 
member cannot do, depending on his spiritual insight and 
growth. Any member is free to teach, to exhort, to expound, 
to counsel, to love, to exercise leadership within the limits 
of one's experience, understanding, and ability. The only 
difference lies in the maturity, wisdom, and years of beau- 
tiful example which leads the whole church to single one out 
for special leadership. — Norman Parks 


404 Minerva Drive, Murfreesboro, Tennessee 37130 


SUBSCRIPTIONS 


We will send a free introductory copy of the Ensign to 
any prospective subscriber. Just send their name(s) and 
addresses, along with ZIP code, and we'll take care of the 
rest. Our thanks to those of you who have sent in subscrip- 
tions for others. One brother recently send in 50 in one 
letter! This is the kind of help we need, and it is appreciat- 
ed. With the Lord's help and yours, we will grow. - Editor 
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HOW FAR DOES THE AUTHORITY 
OF THE ELDERS EXTEND? 


Wayne Smethers Firm Foundation, March 7, 1962 


This is a question that has never been settled to the satis- 
faction of everyone. In all likelihood, it never will be. At 
the same time, however, the very fact that the question in 
both theory and practice is a source of considerable discord 
within the church recommends it as a subject for further 
discussion and study. 


Some are of the opinion that a congregation is necessarily 
bound to follow the judgmental decisions of its eldersas a 
matter of obedience. As Biblical support, they quote, 'OQbvey 
them that have the rule over you, and submit yourselves: 
for they watch for your souls, as they that must give account, 
that they may do it with joy and not with grief; for that is 
unprofitable for you" (Heb. 13:17). There can be no disputing 
that Christians here are being commanded to "submit" them- 
selves in obedience to their bishops —BUT IN WHAT??? 
What do the bishops have a right to bind on the church? 
What do they have a right to tell the members of the church 
that they must do? 


We can see the fruit of one extreme position in the Roman 
Catholic Church of today. Beginning especially with, "... 
and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in 
heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be 
loosed in heaven" (Matt. 16:19). the Romanists made several 
assumptions: (1) that this language permitted the apostles 
to bind, not only revealed material, but also their own 
judgment upon the church of that day as a matter of faith, 
and (2) that this authority and right was passed on to "suc- 
cessors" of the apostles, embodied for them in the Roman 
bishops of our day. 


In practice, then, the members of the Roman church must 
be bound by the judgments of their bishops, and a failure to 
do so is a sin against God. It should not be considered sur- 
prising that a transgression of the judgment of a bishop 
should not be so considered, since even by the end of the 
first century it was being written that, ‘Whosoever is with 
the bishop is in the church, and whosoever is not with the 
bishop is not in the church."' One can see by this that de- 
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fining the limits of the bishop's authority is by no means a 
new problem nor one seculiar to our day. He canalso see 
that this sort of thinking and writing paved the way for the 
acceptance of the authoritarian nature of the Catholic Church. 
It also paved the way for the later doctrine of papal infalli- 
bility; in fact, without the preceding doctrine that the church 
is necessarily bound to submit to the judgments of its bish- 
ops, the doctrine of papal infallibility would be impossible. 


In principle the church of our Lord has denied both the 
doctrine and practice of this extent of bishops‘ authority on 
the ground that (1) the right given to the apostles to bind and 
loose did not apply to judgmental matters, but applied only 
and specifically to what they received by revelation from 
God (See John 14:16-17; 16:13-14; } Cor. 2:4-13) and (2) these 
powers died with the apostles and other directly inspired 
men. 


How far, though are we from affirming it in practice? It 
is not uncommon at all today, to hear men. proclaiming that, 
if the elders of a congregation decide upon some course of 
action for the congregation, the thing decided being entirely 
a matter of their judgment alone, that the congregation is 
automatically bound by their judgment and commits a sin if 
it refuses to cooperate! To illustrate, how many have said 
that members of the church who do not attend Wednesday 
evening services are sinning against God, on the ground that 
they are disobeying the elders? 


Again, how many men have taken the position that if the 
members of a congregation fail to support a budgeting plan 
about which the congregation may have never been asked nor 
consulted, that the members are likewise sinning by refusing 
to be in subjection to the elders? 


Now, let us consider the consequence of this position. If 
we say that a Christian is necessarily sinning against God by 
his refusal to cooperate with some human, judgmental mat 
ter of the elders where he worships, then we are in effect 
saying that the words of the elders are upon a par in their 
authority with the word of God, and saying further that a 
person can as easily sin by breaking the commandments of 
the elders as he can by breaking the specific commands of 
God Himself. 


By the same token, we put ourselves in the position of 
saying that if the elders do not set up a certain course of 
action no one sins by failing to do the act, but if they do set 
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up the course of action, then he is sinning because he does 
not follow it. 


This position also implies that the judgment of the elders, 
because they are elders, is superior to that of the rest af 
the church combined; that, even if the church as a group is 
certain in its own mind that some matter being pursued by 
the elders is unwise, it must nevertheless "Submit" and "be 
in subjection. '' How far, actually, are we from saying this? 


At this point someone may object, upon the grounds that 
the elders are commanded to ‘'feed the flock’ and take the 
"oversight thereof'' {1 Peter 5:2}, which commands are very 
general innature. That these obligations and responsibilities 
are laid out, no one would deny, and it would be further 
granted that there is wide latitude for judgment in the spe- 
cific ways by which these obligations might be carried out. 
That is not the point, however. The point is, "What do the 
elders have the complete right of binding on the church, so 
that its members have no spiritual choice but to obey? What 
can the elders tell the church to do, in which the church 
must be completely subservient or be guilty of sinning 
against God?" 


There can be but one answer to this question: Whatever 
God has syecificalty authorized in His own word, that the 
elders can bind on the church! That, and no more! That 
was all that the apostles were allowed to bind on the church. 
They only represented that as being capable of producing 
sin, which was specifically defined as such in what they 
received by revelation. 


The elders of the Lord‘s church in their authority, then, 
might be seen in somewhat the same relationship to the 
church as a constable is to the citizens of his area. He has 
no power to make laws. He is for the purpose of enforcing 
them, and enforce them he must if faithful to his trust. It is 
not up to him, however, to decide what is unlawful on the 
basis of what he thinks. In the case of civil law, its bulk 
and its penalties are set up by the citizenry or their elected 
representatives. In the case of Divine law, the King has 
revealed it. The elders are obligated to uphold and enforce 
it. They have no more right to bind their judgments on the 
church today as a matter of faith than the apostles did in the 
early church. Recommendations, inspiration, exemplifica- 
tion, and exhortation are one thing, but the right to bdind 
one’s ideas as a matter of divine law is quite another. 
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Against this discussion, it is natural that there should 
arise in the minds of some an uneasy feeling, resulting in 
the questions, "But if the elders do not have complete 
authority over the church, who will? Who will have the 
‘say’? Who is going to 'runthe church'? What would keep 
a large faction, which happened to constitute a majority of 
the church members at the time, from taking the affairs of 
the church completely away from the elders?" 


In answer to the latter question, I would answer, "If you 
have a ‘faction’ of this size in a church which is at odds with 
its ‘elders, those elders do not have the ‘oversight’ of the 
congregation to begin with! They may be ‘pastors, ' but in 
name only." 


Besides, there is another course of action which can lead 
to united and harmonious action, other than by compulsion, 
coercion, threats, and the "pulling of one’s rank" on other 
members. In addressing himself to the bishops the apostle 
Peter wrote, "Neither as being lords over God's heritage, 
but being ensamples to the flock" (1 Peter 5:3). The very 
nature of the kind of man who would emerge from the quali-~ 
fications of 1 Tim. 3 and Titus 1 would require that he be a 
man of unusual spiritual stature who would, by his very 
example and conduct, inspire confidence and admiration in 
the minds of others, which, in turn, would cause them to 
want to follow his leadership. Thetrue authority springing 
from the work of a bishop does not spring from any authority 
which he wields as a club, but from the respect commanded 
by his Christian personality. A man who does not have this 
kind of admiration from the flock could not pastor them 
even if he wanted to. He might be an office-holder, but he 
could not be a shegyherd. If we would only go ahead and read 
the last half of the fifth verse of 1 Pet. 5, we could see that 
any superior "authority" upon man’s part has no place what- 
ever in the church of Jesus Christ, for Peter goes ahead to 
say; ''... Yea, all of you be subject one to another, and be 
Clothed with humility..." There is here a common subjec- 
jfdon of each member to every other member of the body of 
Christ, man or woman, boy or girl. 7 


BOUND VOLUMES 

Bound Volumes XI and XIII of the Ensign, covering the 
years 1984 and 1985 (in one volume) will be ready by the 
time of this printing. The price will remain the same as 
with single volumes, $5 postpaid. We still have Volumes 
VE, IX, and X and XI (in one volume). 
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SUBTLE SIGNS OF STRESS AMONG SWEETHEARTS, | 
AND HOW TO SEARCH FOR A SOLUTION 


J. D. SEGROVE 


"Enjoy life with the woman you love..." (Ecclesiastes 9:9) 


Putting it plainly, we men are about as perceptive as 
yeanut butter. The first time some husbands realize that 
marriage is less than magnificent is when the wife calls 
from her mother's to tell him she's moved. To prevent this 
predicament, permit me to share with you some subtle signs 
of stress that just might signify things are less than super 
at home. 


You can tell your marriage is not exactly terrific - if your 
wife is busy downstairs opening all the windows while you 
are upstairs dying of pneumonia - or if she wears a black 
dress and veil once each year, and it’s always on your 
anniversary — if her diary of life and loves mentions you 
only once, and it's a footnote -or if she gives your kids her 
wedding ring to help them stabilize their kite. If any of these 
things has happened to you, start looking for a letter from a 
lawyer. If all of them have, you'd have to be denser than a 
deep freeze to take out any life insurance! 


THERE'S A LESSON THERE SOMEWHERE. 


Speaking seriously, humor is often used to hide hurts, and 
nothing hurts more than the American home. The soul was 
not designed to handle the suffering of sweethearts turned 
sour and splitting up, not just cars and cash, but, most 
tragically, their kids. If you want to be unhappy, think about 
how many marriages are miserable. If you want to be down-= 
right depressed, deal with divorce. Only death is more 
devastating. 


Ironically, marital health has gone counter to physical 
health. While more individuals are living and they are living 
longer, more marriages are dying and they are dying sooner. 
As man gets stronger, his home gets weaker. I believe we 
could reverse the terrible trend toward divorce by applying 
the laws of physical healing to our marital] illness. 


First, detection. The successful treatment of disease is 
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dependent on early discovery. Evenso, signs of stress can 
be seen long before a marriage turns intoa mess. And the 
earlier danger can be detected, the easier disaster can be 
avoided. A tumor the size of a pin is not as frightening as 
one the size of a pin cushion. Couples who have gotten quiet 
are easier to reconcile than couples who have broken all 
communication. 


Second, competent counsel. You choose your counsel when 
you choose your counselor. The sick seek a physician to 
heal them, not a friend to tell them they aren't really sick. 
If your home is hurting, seek competent counsel from some- 
one who can diagnose the cause and prescribe the cure. It's 
always easier to go toa pal who will comfort you with your 
desire to walk out than to go to a professional who will con- 
front you with your duty to work it out. But agroval for 
actions is never as valuable as being told the truth. 


Finally, follow the prescribed course of treatment - even 
if it's painful and has to be continued over an extended 
period. Those who wait until crises turn into catastrophes 
can count on a commitment to sacrificial suffering before 
things are set straight. You simply cannot fight fiercely for 
fifteen years, violate your vows, discuss divorce, look for 
a lawyer, and then expect your Minister to make it all right 
in just fifteen minutes. God knows I wi8&h it were so. But 
it just ain't! 


Strife~ridden homes simply need the Savior. He and He 
alone has the power to heal brokenthings. Like lives, and 
hearts..-and homes. If you both commit to walking with 
Him, you will find you are of necessity walking once again 
with each other. 


410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 





i i 
—— = CO 


—————————— 


| TRANSGRESSING THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST | 


Lyle E. Schaefer 


At the empty tomb, those looking for Jesus the Nazarene 
were told that He had risen and gone into Galilee to meet 
with the disciples @Mark 16:5-7). And the eleven disciples 
went to Galilee, to the mountain where Jesus had told them 
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to go. Then Jesus came to them and said, "All authority in 
heaven and on earth has been given tome. Therefore go and 
make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of 
the Father and of the Sor and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching 


them to obey everything I have commanded you" (Matt. 28: 
16-20). 


From these words of Jesus Himself, we can conclude 
that the disciples there had the complete doctrine of Christ, 
for He spoke of teachings which He already had commanded 
them. Even the Holy Spirit, whom the Father would send, 
would bring all things to their remembrance, whatsoever 
Jesus had already said unto them (John 14:25-26). And, in 
accordance with scripture, we teach that whosoever trans- 
gresseth and abideth not in this doctrine of Christ hath not 
God (2 John 9); for the Father gave Jesus His words and 
they were given to the disciples (John 17); and faith comes 
from hearing that word (Rom. 10:17). Indeed, all things that 
Jesus heard from the Father were made known unto the 
disciples (John 15:15); and we're told in John 12:48 that these 
same words will judge us on the last day. However, it 
seems that we have nullified the words of Christ for the 
sake of traditions which He Himself never taught. In fact, 
the first century methods of administrating the new covenant 
have become the covenant itself. In all due respect, we have 
the proverbial cart pulling the horse. And if the "horse" 
could speak as did Balaam's donkey, he may very well in-~ 
form us that our path is a reckless one. 


This path of changing the doctrine of Christ into a doctrine 
of liturgy must not only be grieving the Holy Spirit; but the 
apostle Paul would, no doubt, write us a modern-day epistle 
condemning this different gospel of justification by liturgy 
(Gal. 1:6-9; Rom. 10:1-17). How sad that we use Paul's 
epistles of encouragement to re-write the doctrine of grace, 
when he himself wrote that he did not wish to lord over their 
faith, but he worked for our joy, because it is by faith we 
stand firm (1 Cor. 1:25). 


We diligently study our epistles because we think that by 
them we possess eternal life. These writings testify about 
Christ, yet we find only custom and liturgy (John 5:39-40). 
Satan has biinded our minds so that we cannot see the light 
of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of 
God (2 Cor. 4:4). Indeed, the gospel of love, which surpass- 
es knowledge, is being perverted into a law of "necessary 
inferences". And instead of praising God and giving Him 
glory, we are promoting praise of church traditions and 
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giving them glory 


I'm afraid that Jesus’ words in Luke 9:55 apply to some of 
us: "You know not what Spirit you are of-"' No unlike the 
complaining vineyard worker in Matthew 20:1:15, are we not 
envious because others are sharing the great and glorious 
commission of Christ without the binding of unnecessary 
inferences? All authority in heaven and on earth has been 
given to Jesus. Therefore let us teach what we know He 
commanded - not what we think the epistles infer. 


3390 S.E. 110 Street, Ocala, Florida 32676 
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CHRISTIAN THEODICY 


YOUR QUESTION IS INVALID - REPHRASE IT! 


Michael Hall 


The questions we frame determine the kind of answers we 
get. Charlie Brown's little sister Sally once asked him, 
"I've got to write an essay on George Washington. How do 
you spell Gettysburg?" To correctly spell Gettysburg for 
her would confirm her unstated assumption that Washington 
gave a famous speech at Gettysburg. Sally's question is so 
framed that he cannot give her a''direct answer" without also 
giving her incorrect information. First he must explain 
some things - It wasn't Washington, but Lincoln who made 
history at Gettysburg. 


'Why did God let this happen?" is another impossible 
question. The question is framed wrong! [ft cannot be direct- 
ly answered. It's inherent structure contains erroneous 
assumptions. To answer it we must first explain some 
other things. “Why did God let the Shuttle explode?" "Why 
did God allow Joe to die, Jerry to go through. bankruptcy, 
and the Smiths to have a car accident?" These are theodicy 
questions. 


(1) In giving us free-will God has turned loose a lot of 
his control. God is not "all powerful’' - if we mean that he 
controls everything that happens. He doesn't. You and I 
have power of choice. We determine much of what happens. 
Jump off a 40 story building and guess what will happen ! 
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Cut your juglar vein with a razor blade and there are going 
to be some consequences! Step in front of a speeding car. 

You get the idea. God has put us in a consequential world— 

a world of causes and effects. This is good and bad. Good 

because it makes science possible. We can discover physical, 
mental, emotional, and spiritual laws. Bad because the laws 
of nature are inexorable. Concrete sidewalks don't miracu- 
lously become pillow-like in softness when little boys and 
girls stumble and fall on them. 


(2) There's a lot of things God can't do! He can't do im- 
possible things—make a 3-sided square, createa rock so big 
that he can't lift. Even God can't make 2 plus 2 equal 5! 
C. S. Lewis says, that nonsense remains nonsense even 
when you use the word God in the sentence. Nor can God 
make you think what he wants you to think! He has given you 
an inner sanctum of privacy that even he will not violate. 
When Hitler planned the extermination of millions, God had 
to stand back and let those cruel thoughts, those inhumane 
plans, and those disastrous beliefs go on. Undoubtedly it 
pained him greatly. But even God could not stop him from 
thinking the thoughts he thought. 


Nor can God make you do what you will not do. In our 
self-conscious spirit we are ultimately free. And this ex= 
plains most of the evil in our world. Menand women have 
thought thoughts and will actions that have hurt and pained 
each other. This is true individually and corporately. 
Human thoughts and plans create cultural structures that 
are inherently "evil" (slavery, discrimination, belief in the 
inferiority of females, tax breaks for the rich, etc.). We 
not only suffer from others directly but indirectly from the 
social environment we create for ourselves and others. 
Further, we all contribute to the total amount of evil in the 
world every time we think nasty, ugly, and negative thoughts 
and do hurtful and selfish acts. 


‘Why does God let bad things happen?" Because he is 
trying to develop beings who, knowing good and evil, choose 
good. If we could not choose evil ~ then our choice of good 
would not be an authentic choice. Choosing good inevitably 
assumes the ability to choose evil. Good, in fact, arises 
out of this struggle against evil. We develop moral fiber by 
resisting temptation. Asking God to save us from all con- 
flict and struggle, to isolate us from "knowing good and 
evil" is a prayer that we don't grow. It prevents us from 
being spritual. 
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Are you struggling against some evil? Has painful things 
happened to you that tends to make you feel negative, hateful, 
and bitter? Good! You now have the opportunity to strength- 
en your character, choose to respond with the Mind of Christ 
to believe that good is a greater reality than evil, and to 
reduce the total amount of evil in the world! Willyou leta 
root of bitterness get into your soul and defile your spirit 
(Heb. 12:15)? The choice is yours. Learning the secret of 
positive responding (faith, hope, love) is the secret of living 
abundantly ! 


1333 North 23rd Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 





SCRIPTURETW STING 


Dennis Crawford 


Should the Bible have a "Handle With Care'' message on 
the cover? Perhaps it should—because Peter said (of Paul’s 
writings), "His letters contain some things that are hard to 
understand, which ignorant and unstable people distort, as 
they io the other scriptures, to their own destruction" (Heb. 
3:18). 

. Like to try your hand at twisting the scriptures? Here are 
a few ways you can do it. 

1. Pry scriptures up and out of their contexts. Don't be 
too concerned with what goes before or comes after your 
favorite verse. 

2. Forget the historical background of the book which 
contains the verse you want to twist. Tell yourself the 
original readers aren't important. 

3. Don't waste too much time trying to define the words 
of the verse. Guess at the meanings and rush right on. 

4. Try not to consider other Bible verses that might help 
to interpret the verse in question. If other scriptures seem 
to contradict it then dismiss the other scriptures as being 
irrelevant to your study. 

0.» Make no distinction between the Old Testament scrip- 
tures and the New Testament scriptures. After all, a verse 
is a verse is a verse - isn't it? 

6. Combine unrelated scriptures to get the particular 
interpretation you're looking for. 

If you have trouble getting started with this destructive 
procedire you may want to start with one of my favorite 
twists: 

",.. then he went away and hanged himself." "Go and do 
likewise" (Matt. 27:5; Luke 10:37). 2 
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SERMONIZING -from page 62 


the flyleafs and margins in the little testament I carried 
with me. I began to receive compliments for my efforts as 
does any person who obsequiously copies the party model. 


It is very difficult for a young man in the Church of Christ 
who aspires to be an evangelist or a teacher to not get 
caught up inthe system. it is impossible to rely upon the 
system for financial support and be a free person in Jesus. 
It is very easy to confuse what you are doing for the party 
with loyalty to God. Sometimes it takes years of intro- 
spection to come to this realization. Even then it is easy to 
rationalize so as to stay in the good graces of the party. 


The sermonizing that I described above is usually spoken 
of and thought of as preaching. In the main itis not. In the 
light of the scriptures the content is wrong and it's generally 
the wrong audience for it to be preaching. Preaching has to 
do with the presentation of the gospel facts to sinners, not 
where we stand on cups, classes, instrumental music, the 
length of women's hair, the millennium, etc. Therefore 
preaching to the church is redundant and not pictured in the 
New Covenant scriptures. 


Because of the sermonizing and domination of the clergy, 
when Alexander Campbell started The Christian Baptist in 
1823 it marked the beginning of a vigorous attack on what he 
called the “hireling priesthood"' or the ‘kingdom of the 
Clergy."' Campbel! said that the ‘kingdom of the clergy" 
more than anybody else, was responsible for the great 
apostasy. They did violence to the Bible by making it say 
what they wanted it to say and they used their place of stand- 
ing to keep the people in ignorance and bondage. Thus it was 
“not difficult to slide the hand into the purse of the super- 
stitious."' Read some of his biting satire of a young divine 
preyaring for a future of sermonizing. 


‘But my young priest gradually assumes a sanctimonious 
air, a holy gloom overspreads his face, and a pious sedate- 
ness reigns from his eyebrows to his chin. His very tone of 
voice participates of the deep devotion of his soul. His 
words flow on with a solemn slowness, and every period 
ends with a heavenly cadence. There is a kind of angelic 
demeanor in his gait, and a seraphic sweetness in all his 
movements. With his Sunday coat, on a sabbath morn, he 
puts on a mantle of deeper sanctity and imperceptibly learns 
the three grand tones - the sabbath tone, the pulpit tone, and 
the praying tone - these are the devout, the more devout, 
and the most devout."'— The Christian Baptist, Vol.I, p. 106. 
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"The system of sermonizing on a text is now almost uni- 
versally abandoned by all who intend that their hearers 
should understand the testimony of God... . Philological 
lectures upon a chapter are only a little better. The dis- 
cussion of any particular topic, such as faith, repentance, 
election, the Christian calling, may sometimes be expedient; 
but in a congregation of Christians, the reading and examin- 
ing the different books in regular succession, every disciple 
having the volume in his hand, following up the connexion of 
things, examining parallel passages, interrogating and 
being interrogated, fixing the meaning of particular words 
and phrases by comparison with the style of that writer or 
speaker, or with that of others; intermingling these exer- 
Cises with prayer and praises, and keeping the narrative, 
the epistle, or the speech, so long before the minds of all, 
as is necessary for the youngest disciple in the congregation 
to understand it, and to become deeply interested in it, will 
do more in one year than is done in many on the plan of the 
popular meetings of the day."* (MH, 1833, p. 379) 


What Campbell said I consider to be very practical and 
scriptural. It is my thinking that through the years we have 
placed undue emphasis upon the wrong kind of teaching in 
our assemblies. Some of it has to do with our erroneous 
ideas about such words as "minister" and "ministry." 


We have made the lecture system or sermonizing our 
regular mode of teaching, and the sermon the central feature 
of our assemblies, even our Sunday morning assemblies. 
The speaker is exyected to be an entertainer and is often 
given an undue limelight. 


Because of our emphasis upon sermonizing, it is my thesis 
that it has a negative effect upon Bible study and understand- 
ing. Little is grasped and remembered by an audience that 
is the recipient of a sermon. The audience is passive and 
some even "pass out" (sleep). The rank and file are satis- 
fied to let someone else do the studying if the method of 
teaching and sharing is going tobe sermonizing. They are 
willing to pay persons to do this and there are persons will- 
ing to be paid to do it for them. 


Sermonizing is a part of the "tone man pastor system" 
which is antipodal to mutual ministry. Sermonizing is a part 
of that system which distinguishes between the clergy and 
the laity. Sermonizing is a part of that system which per- 
mits persons to dominate the pulsit so that the rank and file 
Christians can be dominated. 

(turn to back cover) 
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The church will never become strong, and the world will 
never be evangelized by professionals sermonizing to Chris- 
tians, or by rank and file Christians trying to imitate the 
sermonizing of these professionals. The church will be 
strong and the world will be evangelized when every disciple 
manifests Christ in his or her daily life. The world will not 
be converted to Christ by inviting them to our meeting 
houses. The world will be converted to Christ when all 
disciples realize that they are preachers and we preach 
Christ to our friends, neighbors, and enemies in our home, 
in the marketplace, and at work. 


Brethren, I realize that what { have written will not be 
well-received by those elders, evangelists, and leaders who 
rely upon the systems associated with sermonizing to main- 
tain their authority and control and/or their livelihood. But 
two decades ago I made a decision that if searching for truth 
and sharing ideas made me vulnerable to their reactions, 
that was a small price to pay as a disciple of Christ. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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EDITORIAL: "...and there were added..." 


EDITORIAL: ''...AND THERE WERE.ADDED..." 


According to a report in the March 1986 issue of the 
Christian Chronicle, the Boston Church of Christ (a Cross- 
roads oriented congregation} had 703 baptisms during 1985! 
Not only that, there were over 200 baptisms in one congrega- 
tion in New York City! Such success is unheard of in this 
part of the country. We have always been told that this is 
that’ "hard" area where preachers spend years carving out 
a handful of Christians. Maybe, just maybe, those who 
criticize the Crossroads’ method of evangelism should spend 
a little more time trying to learn how they do it. Imagine 
all of our congregations using the Crossroads method! ! 
There may be a number of things about the Crossroads 
philosophy that we don't like, but we'll have to admit that 
they know how to evangelize. The fact that the Christian 
Chronicle is routinely criticized for reporting facts about 
"Crossroads Churches" shows the kind of state we of the 
Churches of Christ are in. But as the editor, Howard W. 
Norton, said, ''First, we mention these congregations be- 
cause we believe they are our brethren. We believe this 
because they teach and obey the same planof salvation taught 
by the apostles in the Acts of the Apostles. When people 
believe in Jesus Christ, repent of their sins, confess their 
faith in him and are immersed in water for the forgiveness 
of their sins, God adds them to the one church. These 
people are our brethren because God has added them to the 
Same body we are in.'' We need more editors who will take 
this kind of stand against ungodly and unjustified criticism. 


According to Flavel Yeakley, a brother who keeps up with 
church growth, the decline in membership in Churches of 
Christ has stopped, and even a 0. 02 percent growth in 1985. 
Well, that may not be much of a growth, but it beats losing. 
My own opinion in this matter is that this growth can be 
atrributed to the growth in Crossroads oriented churches. 


Does the success of Crossroad-e churches make others feel 
guilty ? I suspect that this is the direct cause for most of 
the Crossroads condemnation. Most of the criticism comes 
from churches and brethren who are most legalistic and our 
legalistic brethren have a poor track record when it comes 
to evangelism. The philosophy seems to be that if we can't 
match their zal we'll condemn their method; for no one 
can scripturally convert that many people in one year! This 
of course is not put into words, but it is that kind of inner 
feeling that goes with guilt, a self-defense mechanism. Itis 
however, unchristian and unloving, and shows that we are 
more concerned with maintaining our party spirit than in the 
saving of souls. May God be merciful to us. 
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| When Has God Been Silent? 


RAY DOWNEN 
Joplin, Missouri 


With Reuel Iemmons, I have to admit that some of our 
doctrinal posturings would be hilarious if they were not so 
tragic in their effects upon the church of Christ and upon 
our witness to the world God wants us to win. 


In his editorial in IMAGE Magazine for 3/1/86, he speaks 
of four issues which he rightly judges have probably caused 
us all the most pain and sorrow in our Jifetimes, as: 1) the 
local church building, and what we can or cannot use it for 
or do in it, 2) the local churchtreasury, and what we can or 
cannot do with its contents, 3) the local pulpit, ane who is in 
it and what he does there, and 4) the local church's auton- 
omy, and what it excludes and includes. Noting that not one 
of these things is found in the N.T., after several comments, 
he writes, "How hilarious it would be if it were not so tragic 
and painful!" 


He asserts that many of us have boasted of having restored 
N. T. Christianity and have then scolded our religious neigh- 
bors for their disregard of what we call "scriptural princi- 
ples" which shape our practice and doctrine. 


And yet, he suggests the possibility that we may have 
made a creed out of our slogan, ‘Where the Bible speaks, 
we speak, and where the Bible is silent, we are silent." I 
suspect that all honest and humble readers will not dispute 
his charge that, "We do not live up to our boast (of speaking 
where the Bible does speak, and remaining silent where it 
is silent) on either count". 


He adds, "I do not believe it is wrong to have a church- 
owned building, a church treasury, a local pulpit, or to 
practice congregational autonomy". And most of my read- 
ers share this view". 


Yet, he points out, “I am simply saying that we (since the 
practice is widespread, the blame should be as widely dis- 
tributed) have made a whole lot of noise in areas where we 
have boasted of our silence..." 


Reuel Lemmons is one of the open-minded preachers 
among us whose example of courageous and faithful service 


83 
(3) 


is an inspiration to many. Another, who is sometimes less 
admired among rigorous adherents of 'Restorationism", is 
Carl Ketcherside. Carl's position on a located ministry is 
not as popular as is Reuel's, which helps account for some 
unpopularity among men who make a living by being located 
ministers for churches of the Lord. 


Few men of our generation are as eloquent as Carl in 
spealaing for the truth of the gospel. I thank God that I've 
been blessed by hearing him speak and by reading much that 
he has written. 


In an article in RESTORATION REVIEW for Nov., 1985, 
on the subject of ''The Myth of the Authority of Silence", he 
points out that seeking authority in silence is by nature 
divisive ~it can't be otherwise. And he noticed somewhere 
once in the Word that Jesus really wanted us loving one 
another in ONE body as if God wanted it that way. 


The "authority of silence" theory is, he says, based on a 
false assumption that God laid down a meticulous pattern for 
the worship and service of lst-century believers, which we 
must exactly match to please God. 


Their pattern is not found in the Bible at all, Carl advises, 
but is instead a creation of these latter-day saints. When- 
ever verses or even phrases out of verses are pulled out of 
context in order to "prove"' what the pattern-makers want to 
prove, it should be obvious to any student that something is 
not right about what is being taught. How seriously this is 
true can be seen when they try to make Col. 3:17 into a 
polemic reQuiring that brethren do only what the Bible de- 
mands that they do, and making everything NOT commanded 
into sinful ''vain worship". ener 


Carl writes, ''The fact is that since God did NOT provide 
every little detail to be ritually kept by all people in all 
places at all times, the silence of God has NO authority in- 
volved in it". 


How did the theory that whatever God has not commanded 
is hateful to Him ever get started? Whocan we blame for 
introducing this theory into our churches? Who popularizes 
it and urges it upon God's people in this day? 


We hear such from some speakers and writers concerning 
a "law of silence’'. Carl suggests that this law is no law at 
all. He says, "Like so many of our other ‘laws’, it is not 
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found in a statement in the holy scriptures, but is derived 
from textual juggling. Certain passages are lifted from both 
the Old and New Covenant scriptures, and are brewed to- 
gether to make the heady tea which becomes our unwritten 
creed". 


But such juggling is only possible because the juggler 
decides what he wants to "prove" before he chooses his 
proof. "By manipulating words and phrases skillfully, 
he can make them prove what he wants to prove", Carl 
correctly asserts. 


He says that Alexander Campbell, admired by most of us, 
called such jugglers "textual scrap-doctors" because of the 
way in which they misused God's Word to prove what they 
wanted to prove that was not really there taught. 


"To bow before the authority of God is spiritual in the 
highest degree", Carl affirms. He adds, "Such authority is 
found in what God has revealed. One can read it in what he 
has spoken. The church is built upon the apostles and 
prophets, upon what they revealed. it does not have another 
piling holding it up and representing what they did NOT say. 
To be in subjection to a ‘law of silence’ is actually to be in 
subjection to the vacillating authority of men, which is de- 
grading and denigrating to any free spirit". 


Carl argues, "When men devise arguments based upon 
their theorizing (as is the case in the so-called ‘law of 
silence’), one should contest them and not consent to them. 
To do the latter is to surrender the freedom wherewith 
Christ has set us free". 


He concludes, "'The Jews were preoccupied with what God 
had not said, so they engaged in long and pointless discussion 
over what God must have meant in areas where he had not 
spoken. The result is that they made void the law of God by 
their traditions... We will be fortunate indeed if WE do not 
by our beloved traditions frustrate the will of God for us, 
which is the unity of all who trust in Him through faith in 
Jesus". 


In the May, 1985 Restoration Review, ‘he writes, 'The 
early saints were bothered with such problems as eating of 
meats and keeping of certain days. It is interesting to 
remember that not once did the apostle Pau! pull 'the law of 
silence’ on THEM" 


"The fact is that never once in the sacred scripture is 
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this 'law', which has become so much a part of our thinking 
and speech, ever mentioned". 


"tf a ‘law of silence’ was one of the laws of God, it seems 
strange that it was never once invoked by one of his 
spokesmen". 


Carl continues, “The imposition of creeds has been the 
bane of the Christian faith. These simplistic approaches to 
communion of the saints are intended to cut through the red 
tape and specify the will of God. Inevitably they have been 
divisive as men have refused to bend the knee or genuflect 
before them. The so-called ‘authority of silence’ is such a 
creed, dreamed up by a clerical caste and saddled upon the 
people of God. One of its chief sins is that it interposes 
itself between a man and his Lord. It subtly separates us 
from Jesus Christ. Instead of repairing to Him to learn the 
infinite truth He came to reveal and demonstrate for all the 
ages, this ‘law of silence’ forces us to study the distillations 
of the ‘great men’ among us to secure the formulae by which 
to understand what the Perfect Teacher instructs us by his 
silences to believe... 


"Men seek to protect themselves from the thoughts of 
other men. They devise restricting ideas and pass them off 
as the will of God. By claiming the authority of heaven for 
tneir statements, they seek to bend other free souls into 
conformity with their own ideas.... Instead of trying to 
associate as free men under Jesus. 


"Recently, in correspondence with a brother who is 
eminent within his sect, and rightly regarded by thousands 
as a respected teacher, I asked for a scripture which taught 
‘the authority of silence’. He cited only one. It was He- 
brews 7:14, which is, 'For it is evident that our Lord sprang 
out of Judah, of which tribe Moses spoke nothing concerning 
priesthood’. 


'{ have thought about this arbitrary usage a great deal. 
Why did this man, who holds many meetings and professes 
to be a teacher of the unlearned, resort to this passage 
(which provides no proof whatever for a law of silence) to 
prove his point? 


"Tam forced to the conclusion that it was merely because 
the words, 'spake nothing’ occurred in it. He ignored the 
remote context and purpose of the entire letter, and the 
proximate context of the chapter, and his eye fell on the 
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expression 'spake nothing’. Out of this thin filament, he 
spun the tenuous thread that has disturbed saints, divided 
the church, and destroyed unity for generations. 


"We ought to be ashamed to live and afraid to die. We 
twist the scriptures to our own destruction. And we do it to 
uphold the traditions of our fathers... Was Christ not a 
priest under the law merely because Moses spoke nothing of 
the tribe of Judah? Was it not rather because God said to 
Aaron, ‘You and your sons shall keep your priest's office... 
and you shall serve’. (Num. 18:7). Was it not because God 
HAD spoken rather than because of what he had not said, as 
Uzziah learned to his shame and his subsequent death? And 
was it not because God had designed a greater priesthood 
for Jesus than that of the tribe of Levi?" 


I agree with Carl that there is no “law of silence” taught 
in the Word. I agree with E. L. Russell and many of our 
brethren who through the years have recognized that, "It is 
not at all necessary for God to state the negative when the 
positive would automatically eliminate the negative," as he 
writes in a Christian Standard article on 7/285. 


But in such a matter, which includes the right of a pope to 
assume authority in God's church, and which includes the 
right of mentoreplace adult immersion with the sprinkling 
of babies, God has not been silent. His positive teaching 
eliminates the negative. The negative then is not wrong 
because of God's silence but because of his clear revelation. 


But God's silence comes into play when He actually has 
not spoken on any particular subject. 


And this is where the fork in the roads comes between 
some brothers who find an anti-instrument law and others 
like myself who see no such teaching in God's word. 

(to be continued) 





CONFERENCE 


The 1986 Conference on Spiritual Renewal will be held on 
i through 4 July (1 pm Tues. to noon Fri.) at the University 
of Vanderbilt in Nashville, Tennessee. The theme for this 


year's conference is Prayer, Purity and Power for Christ's 
Church Today. For more information write: Conference on 


Spiritual Renewal, P.O. Box 40325, Nashville, TN 37204. 
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HOW MANY GOOD WORKS? 





CHARLES GEISER 


How many saints of God can answer, or will answer, ''yes" 
to the question "Are you saved?" Traditionally we have 
heard more "No's" than affirmatives. The question could be 
answered Biblically "yes'' in many more cases than is pos- 
sible if several things were true. But let us note some 
things in this study. 


(1) As the Lord's church we have affirmed "Yes" as to 
knowing the ins and out of salvation. 


Those who have represented churches of Christ over the 
years in debate have felt confident along with those followers 
they have had that the ptan of salvation of God can be found 
and elucidated in the scriptures. We concur. We have cited 
passages that deal with faith and belief, confessing their 
faith in Christ, repentance as a prerequisite to salvation, 
and of course immersion in water as the way of being buried 
with our Lord that we might walk in newness of life. Again 
we concur. 


(2) Individually as Christians we have not so affirmed 
"Yes" nearly as readily as have our representatives of the 
corporate body of Christ. 


This must be some kind of paradox to consider. On the 
one hand we adamantly state God's scheme of redemption 
privately or publicly, but on the other hand answer with "I 
hope I'm saved" or "I don't really know" or some such thing. 
If these things then be true, somewhere there is a "gap" 
between what we seem to believe corporately or by means af 
our "scholars" among us, and what we can positively state 
about our own personal redemption. Something must be 
lacking when one claims to know the planof salvation of God, 
yet wonder or not know for sure whether he is, AFTER 
obedience to that plan, saved or not. 


(3) I have one opinion as to why this all may be true—it 
has to do with the kind of preaching and teaching we have 
done in the Lord's church. 
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What we have done through the so-cal!ed Restoration 
Movement of the last century is to, whether explicitedly or 
implicitedly, preach and teach “perfect obedience" to the 
will of God. Whether this has been one of several over 
reactions to "grace only" doctrine or not, I do not know. But 
preaching and teaching on God's grace, love, and mercy has 
not been forte among the Lord's servants. Does the Bible 
emphasize to whatever degree God's grace and love, or 
good deeds and good works unto salvation? Have we, like 
Paul's Jewish brethren he prayed for, tried to "establish 
our own righteousness" by means of the law of Christ, or 
not? (Rom. 10:1-4). Paul in another place did say that chil- 
dren of God were "saved by grace through faith, and that not 
of yourselves, it is the gift of God, not of works, LEST ANY 
MAN SHOUID BOAST" (Eph. 2:8, 9). Is there any boasting 
in the Lord's church? If there is, has justification by works 
alone (practically speaking and practiced) been the reason? 
Paul, again, in another place, said, ''...not by works of 
righteousness which we have done, BUT ACCORDING TO 
HIS MERCY HE SAVED US..." (Titus 3:4,5). We do not wish 
to go against James 2:14-26 at all in this examination, but 
have we labored and dealt with James on this to the forgett~- 
ing of Romans 4 and other related passages? We can do 
that; lean all over given passages emphasized in our "move- 
ment"' without regard to other relevant verses that say 
something about salvation too! 


There may be something hidden in our minds in all this 
discussion. Do we have in the recesses of our thinking 
some idea that if we do so many good works as Christians 
(balance sheets on each other; comparing ourselves with 
others, etc.) that this all will someday pay back the indebt- 
edness we are in to God for the sending of His Son on our 
behalf? You know, we for the most part despise being in 
debt, materially especially. But I wonder if that mind-set 
might not be carried over into the spiritual realm between 
ourselves and God. The debt God paid with his Son's blood 
can never be repaid as I see it and a billion good deeds at 
our hands would not even start any "repayment" for the 
blood af His Son! God made Christ to be sin for us that we 
could become the righteousness of God IN HIM (1 Pet. 2:24). 
Are we supposed to believe that those who come up out of 
the water of bagtism to walk in newness of life are unsaved 
until they do x number of good works in the days to follow ? 
If a somehow complete, long, total list of good works are in 
order to be saved, heaven will be empty of all except the 
Father, Son and Holy Spirit! I suggest that for the son of 
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God being "zealous of good works" (Titus 2:14; 3:1, et.al) it 
is BECAUSE he has found salvation and redemption in 
Christ, not "in order to obtain" salvation! If perfect obedi- 
ence (whatever that means to whomever) is required unto 
salvation, then imperfectly here we are with no hope of 
heaven at all. The further irony of this "perfect works" 
doctrine is just who's "perfect obedience" concept would we 
follow? Have you noticed, none of us agree on the breadth 
and length of good works unto salvation among us! 


(4) This writer is of the present persuasion that New 
Testament Christians can know NOW that they are saved by 
the blood of the Lamb (Rev. 1:5; Rom. 5:9; et.al.). Iam not 
playing down obedience and good works for the Christian at 
all. I am just pondering that we have wrongly emphasized 
where the Bible stands concerning salvation and the saint. 
Paul said "there is NOW therefore no condemnation to those 
who are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the flesh but 
after the Spirit’ (Rom. 8:1). Salvation is in Christ with 
eternal glory (1 Tim. 2:10). He that has the Son has life (I 
John 5:11, 12). He is not (future tense incorrect in this pas- 
sage) come into condemnation if he hears the Father's word 
and believes on Christ, but has passed from death to life 
(John 5:24; cp I John 3:14, 15}. If accumulated, amassed, 
maximum numbers of works are in order to be saved "in the 
end", I would see no salvation for anyone. And I do not 
speak of lazy, indolent, indifferent Christians, I am thinking 
of Christians TRYING to serve, share, and love God, breth- 
ren, and their neighbor as they know God expects of them. 
Christianity is not passive, but neither is it so active that 
we by practice and the nature of it all eliminate even the 
need for Christ and His atonement. Think on this. If good 
works alone save, who would have need for Christ's blood 
and sacrifice? I personally believe that members of the 
body of Christ would grow more spiritually, be much more 
of a willing mind to serve in teaching God's word, helping 
the needy, and lifting up (edifying) brethren if they had the 
right concept about their salvation. More on God's grace, 
love, and justification (by Christ's resurrection, Rom. 4:25) 
and less on the idea that our works count for something unto 
salvation. Shall we say it is true to God's word, "So like- 
wise ye, when ye shall have done all those things which are 
commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants; we have 
Gone that which was our duty to do" (Luke 17:10). 


P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004-1143 
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— JUDGING OTHERS — 











W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


In recent months there has been a renewed interest in 
getting together two of the factions growing out of the resto- 
ration movement launched by Barton W. Stone and Thomas 
and Alexander Campbell as a result of the Second Great 
Awakening. I am all for it. I rejoice and praise God for 
every meeting that is held. However, the meetings need to 
be viewed in the proper perspective. Among those who do 
not use instrumental music only one segment is generally 
involved. There are at least 23 others who have not shown 
up. They do not regard God's precious children in the 
Christian Churches as brethren. They look upon those who 
meet with them from Churches of Christ as brethren in 
error. 


But it is only fair to point out that the old timers in each 
of the 23 segments also regard those in the other 22 as 
"brethren in error."' They would not meet with any of them 
lest they be defiled. They are free from all error in their 
own sight. They do not propose to endanger themselves. I 
know, because I was once one of them. Moreover, not every- 
one in the faction which is meeting with the brethren is 
overjoyed and happy about it. There is a lot of carping and 
criticism among some of the mainline churches. The use of 
the term "mainline" should be understood. One should not 
get a picture of a railroad track running straight from earth 
into the pearly gates with no detour along the way. The 
mainline churches just happen to have most of the money, the 
para-church organizations, the promotional schemes and 
the powerful preachers. It is these things which make them 
mainliners - or hard liners! 


It is also necessary to realize that even if a working 
agreement is reached by the two groups, it will not even 
begin to affect the whole body. There will be multiplied 
thousands - even millions - of the called out ones who will 
know nothing about it. They also are a part of the sectarian 
division, but they are as much a part of God's family as any 
of the rest of us. They got their partisan start at a different 
time, a different place, and by different men than we did. 
How fortunate it would have been if they were begun by good 
Presbyterians like Thomas and Alexander Campbell. Then 
they would have been like us, and could have fought and 
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divided over the same things as we did. But God is not 
limited to Cane Ridge, Kentucky, or to Washington, Penn- 
sylvania, for renewal of the ekklesia on earth. We are 
thrilled, however, that our "closer brethren" are working 
on our differences. It might eventually affect the entire 
community of Christ for good. And there is only one body af 
Christ on earth. There will never be another. It is only 
men who get tangled up in their thinking as to who is in it. 


It would goa long way toward promoting "peace on earth 
among men of good will" if those who act so graciously 
toward others when away at a meeting would begin to prac- 
tice it at home. Romans 14:5 needs worldwide practice. & 
instead of holding forth on contrived diatribes entitled ‘Why 
We Do Not Use Instrumental Music," to prove they are still 
loyal, they would invite the preacher who uses it tospeak for 
them, and go over and speak for his congregation, they 
would no doubt do more good. At least they would not be 
throwing an armful of brush on the fire to keep the flame 
renewed. 


Who art thou that judgest another man's servant? Other 
brethren who meet at a different location, or across town, 
do not belong to us. We did not suffer for them. We did nat 
purchase them. We did not educate them. They are not 
ours. And when we engage in long distance judgment ana 
criticism of them we are out of our place. Who knows but 
what if given the same identical atmosphere in which they 
grew up we might have practiced the same things as they 
do, and even a whole lot more, that we are now ready to 
condemn. 





They are simply not ours to order around or to assail. 
They belong to someone else. If He wants to discipline them 
it is His business. He has not turned them over to us to get 
on the radio and attack them. Generally speaking, it is 
asinine, costly and silly to do that anyhow. I have never 
known of a congregation giving upa practice because it was 
attacked over the air waves by a screaming, yelling, table- 
pounding individual. Generally he only embarrasses the 
thinking members of his own group and "sets in concrete" 
the resoives of the others. 


The question ‘Who are you?" is generally put in our day, 
‘Who do you think you are?" Some preachers are a little 
like wasps -bigger when first hatched out than at any other 
time. One who is just out of school, and filled with second- 
hand knowledge he has collected, feels obligated to mount his 
trusty steed and go galloping through the country, jousting 
with everyone who differs with him on any particular. Some- 
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times it is necessary to have three or four horses shot out 
from under him before he comes to his senses. He can then 
see that he has been assailing the servant of another and 
fighting on the wrong side of the fence. 


One of the most difficult things to learn is that God is 
interested in persons, and not things. Even the things He 
commanded make Him tired and disgusted (Isaiah 1:12) when 
done out of mere habit. What we naively and incorrectly 
call “going to church" He calls "trampling around in my 
temple."" Those whom we criticize because they eat things 
we do not, or do not eat things we can, do not stand or fall 
to us. One of the most common questions we ask among 
ourselves, is, "How does he stand on this or that - instru- 
mental music, the one-man pastor system, or premillen- 
nialism?'" May I suggest that it might not be any of our 
business. It only becomes our business when we become 
sectarian. Washing your hands in the proper way was im- 
portant to the Pharisees. But Jesus said, "To eat without 
washing your hands as they say you should - this doesn't 
make a person unclean." 


He shall be holden up! Many whom we refuse, God re- 
ceives. He holds up those whom we push down. He takes 
in those whom we cast out. Historically, we made our most 
crucial error as a movement when we decided that those 
who accepted certain ideas would no longer be regarded as 
brethren. That day we started playing God with other 
people's lives. Then and there we subscribed to another 
creed than Christ. On what ground can we reject as breth- 
ren those who have the same father as ourselves? Can a 
person who is truly sincere about thinking a certain thing be 
read out of the family? Is conformity the ground for accept- 
ance? If so, whois toconform towho? That's a little bit 
like parents throwing a child out or cutting him off in the 
will because he believes the world is flat. 


God is able to make him stand. Ovr power of rejection 
does not begin to equal God's ability to receive. Let us look 
over the congregation and resolve that God has accepted 
them all, not on the basis of what they think but upon the 
grounds of Him whom they know. Jesus died for all of them. 
If we, by any overt action, drive them away, we will be the 
object of God's displeasure. This should give ground for 
careful thought to anyone who would be guilty of dividing the 
body over matters of opinion or personal preference. Like 
Hagar, we should remember that 'Thou God seest me," for 
otherwise, like Haman, we may be hanged on the gallows we 
have constructed for another. 

4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 
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BROKEN PROMISES | 
OR GOD KEEPS HIS WORD 


J. D. SEGROVE 


**¥*¥*¥* * ¥ ¥ 


Abraham did not waver through unbelief regarding the 
promise of God, being fully persuaded that God had 
power to do what He had promised. Rom. 4:20, 21 NIV 


KKKKKKKK 


Not one word has failed of all the good promises He 
gave. I Kings 8:56 NIV 


KHKKKKY *¥ 


I'll do anything to get people to attend Sunday worship. 
Anything. Well, almost anything. 


Ben Bridgewater was my barber. The only thing he did 
better than cut hair was to cut out on Sunday to pursue his 
favorite hobby - sky diving. No amount of persuasion had 
been successful in getting him in the sanctuary for a sermon. 


One day, knowing full well the futility of my efforts, I 
casuaily suggested a trade - a Sunday morning in the pews 
for Ben in exchange for a Sunday afternoon in a plane (and 
out the window) for me. The challenge was issued as a joke— 
and promptly forgotten. By me, until Sunday. I had just 
announced my text and began to preach to a capacity crowd 
when a glare caught my eye from the last pew. It was a 
glard off of white teeth. They were smiling. Atme. They 
belonged to Ben. 


Now, I've preached some lousy sermons. [.ord knows I've 
preached some lousy sermons. Lord knows this was one of 
them. 


Instead of sharing with the saints what the Savior did, I 
kept asking Segroves what he had done, and how he could get 
out of it. There was simply no way I was going to jump. 
Those money back guarantees on parachutes don't mean a 
thing. Besides, on my last flight I'd promised the Lord if 
He'd take care of getting me down, I'd take care of never 
getting up again. Except, maybe, to meet Him in the air. 


Sometimes my mouth is so big it could whisper in my own 
ear. Perhaps teiling Ben that if the Lord and I both know 
I'm lying, it's the same as telling the truth. No, even I 
couldn't swallow that. 


{turn to back cover) 
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The Righteousness of God 


ARNOLD HARDIN 


From the PERSUADER, June 20, 1982 





For I am not ashamed of the gospel: for it is the 
power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth; 
to the Jew first and also to the Greek. For therein is 
revealed a righteousness of God from faith unto faith; 
as it is written, But the righteous shall live by faith. 








The gospel is good news! Itis the revelation of what God 
had done for sinners in the perfect life and death of Christ. 
"Man's way to God is by religion. God's way to man is 
revealed in the gospel of his Son." And having confused the 
two - religion and gospel - man has always committed the 
worst of sins - the religious sin! Martin [uther once had 
difficulty understanding the gospel; as he misunderstood as 
a Roman monk Paul's expression, ''For in the gospel a right- 
eousness of God is revealed from faith unto faith". He said 
he hated that expression as it conjured up in his mind a God 
that sat on his rainbow just waiting to throw down fire bolts 
upon sinners who violated His laws. But when understanding 
came to him he said, "I became certain, seeing the differ- 
ence between the righteousness of the law and the righteaus- 
ness of the gospel'’. It was Habakkuk 2:4 which showed 
Luther the difference between law and gospel, between the 
righteousness of the law and the righteousness of faith. 
‘When I saw the difference, that law is one thing and gospel 
another, I broke through". ‘And as I had formerly hated the 
expression, ‘the righteousness of God', I now began to re- 
gard it as my dearest and most comforting word, so that the 
expression of Paul's became to me in very trutha gate to 
paradise." 


What a shame that thousands among our fellowship (relig- 
ion) are in almost total bewilderment standing before that 
‘gate to paradise" refusing to walk through into spiritual 
paradise! How do most of our brethren understand ''a right- 
eousness of God" as revealed in the gospel? Listen to our 
preachers and read their writings! They will define the 
gospel as the good news of the Christ event and then turn 
right around and define God’s righteousness revealed in that 
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gospel as commandment keeping on the part of sinners 
whereby the sinner works his own righteousness! 


And the proof of such a shameful ignorance is everywhere 
abundant! I have recently written about some material in 
the Gospel Advocate along these lines of study. Guy N. 
Woods, the Editor has said, ‘'Of a certain type of character 
it is affirmed that he is righteous. Who is he? He that doeth 
righteousness. No other is.'’ Brother J. B. Myers had an 
article in which he sought to show that sinners are made 
righteous by law keeping. Brother J. T. Stanfill replied and 
said in part: "A fallacy that is reflected in the remaining 
part of Bro. Myer's article is seen in what he regards as a 
proper differentiation between the righteousness of man and 
the righteousness of God. According to brother Myers one 
had God's righteousness provided he complied with the law 
during the time it was still in force. If one attempted to 
comply with it after it was annuled, the resulting righteous- 
ness was his own - not God's. It can be shown that the 
righteousness of the law was man's, not God's even during 
the time man was under and accountable to it - before it was 
abolished, if you please. A reading of pertinent passages, 
without comment, is sufficient to prove this point. (i) Moses 
said to Israel, '.... And Jehovah commanded us to do all 
these statutes... andit shall be righteousness to us if we do 
all this commandment." (Deut. 6:24-25) (2) "Speak not... 
saying for my righteousness hath Jehovah brought me in to 
possess this tand" (Deut. 9:14). (3) Therefore Jehovah has 
recompensed me according to my righteousness".(2 Sam. 22: 
25). These passages show that the righteousness of the law 
was regarded as belonging to manhimself. This principle 
was not questioned and for that reason Paul, without explana- 
tion, could indicate that it was his desire to be ‘'found in him 
not having a righteousness of mine own, even that which is 
of the law, but that which is through faith in Christ" (Phil. 
3:9). 


The notion that when the righteousness is said to belong 
to man it resulted from keeping the law after it was annuled 
is a gratuitous assumption. There is nothing in the text to 
justify such a conclusion. The reason they failed to attain 
to the righteousness of faith which is the righteousness of 
God is "because they sought it not by faith, but as it were by 
works" (Rom. 9:32). 


Now in response brother Myers says, "The reference to 
Phil. 3:9 misses the point entirely. Paul was writing about 
those who sought justification under the law at a time when 
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it was no longer in effect. For these people, the law had 
become a works system void of faith and grace. But for 
those people who lived and died under the law they were to 
be commended for observing the law. (Rom. 3:1-2; Mt. 23: 
2-3) They were made righteous before God because they 
accepted and obeyed the plan of righteousness God revealed 
through Moses (Lk. 1:6). Abraham was justified apart from 
the law because it had not been revealed yet. But he did 
obey the plan of righteousness God revealed to him in his 
day (Heb. 11:8-10). Paul revealed to the Jews that once again 
God is revealing his righteousness apart from the law of 
Moses. This time the righteousness of God is revealed in 
the gospel of Jesus Christ (Rom. 1!:16-17). In every age "the 
righteousness of faith'' (Rom. 4:13) applies to those who obey 
the pian of righteousness God reveals in their day. For us, 
it is the gospel of Christ." 


With only a smattering of understanding of Romans, one 
should be appalled at what Woods and Myers (typical af 
thousands) are teaching with respect to the "righteousness af 
faith’! And it is directly traceable, as we said in the begin- 
ning, to a woeful lack of understanding of what constitutes 
the gospel. And God's righteousness, therefore, as revealed 
in the gospel! My brethren, I charge that the above teaching 
(though unwittingly done) sweeps aside the cross of Christ; 
for according to such teaching there was absolutely no need 
for the cross. And why doI charge this against such teach- 
ing? Please read it again! It is declared that in "every age" 
the righteousness of faith applies to those who obeyed the 
plan of righteousness God revealed in their day. And of all 
things, this brother cited Romans 4:13! The very scripture 
in which Paul, forever, stamped the word FALSE upon what 
brother Myers and others are teaching. The "promise" of 
redemption in Christ was not based upon obeying the law of 
Moses or any other law system; rather upon "'the righteous- 
ness of faith''! At least Paul so taught! Yet these brethren 
boidly assert that the Jews, while the law was in effect, 
were "justified" made "righteous" by their obedience to that 
law. Then that being true they had absolutely no need of a 
Savior! And therefore if the Gentiles kept the law in their 
hearts they had no need of a Savior! And since they believe 
the gospel to be only another set of commandments to be 
Obeyed, we don't need a Savior; just the will and determina- 
tion to obey whatever law Christ gave and by doing so we 
make ourselves righteous, justified. 


Such teaching is so horribly inaccurate that surely the 
angels cry, while the devil smirks with glee. 
2920 Prairie Creek, Dallas, Texas 75227 
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Can We Afford The 
Price of Division? 


WILLIAM PILE 


As most of our regular readers lsnow, I’ve been involved 
for some time now in efforts at healing the divisions that 
have occured in the movement originally designed to unite 
believers. (The last half of that sentence is pretty incredible, 
when you stop to think of it - divisions in a movement de- 
signed to unite. Dear Lord, help us!) 


How could anyone be against unity of believers? The con- 
cept of Christians working and worshipping together is not 
an option, it is a command, Ephesians 4:1-3. Unity is the 
heart of Jesus’ prayer, John 17. Can we refuse to do our 
part to honor it? 


Satan would like nothing better than that one or both re- 
calcitrant groups refuse to even sit down and discuss points 
of disagreement. And if one or both sides cites "truth" as 
their reason for refusing to sit down together, there will 
never be unity. One editor, Fred O. Blakely, writing in 
The Banner of Truth, took that exact position in a recent 
editorial in his publication: "Although we, along with our 
Lord, fervently desire the unity of all who love Him in 
sincerity, this is not basically a unity paper. It is primarily 
a proponent of Divine truth, which proponency entails expos- 
ing and refuting the divergencies from truth common in our 
time. This position is taken in recognition that the only 
unity which God will recognize, and so is worth striving for 
or achieving, is unity in His truth." 


Watch out, Brother Blakely, when you use the word 
“fervently."' I doubt that anyone who fervently wants unity 
could sit by cooly observing combatants struggling to settle 
their differences. The "fervent prayer of a righteous man" 
(Jas. 5:16) doesn't sound like a spectator sport to me. 


Editor’s Note: William Pile ministers to an inner city 
congregation in Los Angeles, and edits the ‘Good News". 
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I think I have more reason to be concerned about unity than 
most of those who participate in the Unity Forums being held 
across the country. The suburban church may be able to 
afford the luxury of division (an a capella church of Christ 
on one corner, an instrumental Christian Church or Church 
of Christ on the other, a Disciples Christian Church on 
the third corner, and a non-cooperative Church of Christ on 
the fourth), but we who struggle in the decaying cores of 
major cities can't. We look at near-empty buildings, unpaid 
or underpaid preachers, and converts who aren't aware of 
our differences and probably wouldn't care if they knew 
them - and we ask ourselves if truth is really the problem. 
Through a smudgy, cracked pane of an inner-city church, 
things do look different! 


Truth for the urbanite lies more in the direction of: does 
the church really care? can I go to church without a white 
shirt and tie? when I'm baptized will it wash away all these 
ugly tatoos and scars? How can we get off welfare? Instru- 
mental or a capella music doesn't really matter. Mission 
society and orphan home debates don't either. Millennial 
questions aren't hot topics. To them, truth is love with skin 
on it. 


The “offsouring of this world" don't care much for our 
debates and divisions. They don't even wait around to hear 
the outcome. They join the Pentecostals, or the Salvation 
Army, or evencults. Many of them just rot to death feeling 
that the church is too busy discussing unimportant issues to 
care about them. 


Yes, Brother B., I'm committed to truth, but I'm hit 
between the eyes with the indisputable truth that unless our 
Movement gets moving among the hurting masses, we will 
cease to matter to anybody except a few historians. We can't 
do it alone. If we can't pull our little fragments together 
long enough to show the world that we care, then, God will 
use some people bigger than us to accomplish His task. Just 
spend a few days in the cracks, on the fringes, hearing the 
sobs, looking into empty eyes and then tell me that division 
doesn't matter. 


I'tl be at Milligan College inApril, at my own expense, be- 
cause in metropolitan Los Angeles, division is too expensive 
for us to afford any longer. And if you're really fervent 
about unity, you'll be there too, Brother Blakely. 


P.O. Box 31294, Los Angeles, California 90031 
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THERE'S A LESSON THERE, SOMEWHERE 


People make promises. Sometimes they're rash. Some- 
times they're reliable. 


People make promises because they're made in the image 
of their Creator, and God might be called, THE GREAT 
PROMBER. 


The Bible begins with a promise (Gen. 3:15). The Bible 
ends with a promise (Rev. 22:17). And in between the covers 
the Heavenly Father has showered His children with what 
Peter calls, "exceeding great and precious promises." (i 
Peter 1:4). 


But there's a difference. The writer of Hebrews reminds 
us that "He is faithful that promised." (Heb. 10:23) God 
always keeps His promises. 


Christians can get excited about that. Others ought to get 
plenty worried. Or, better yet, get right. 


Either way, "His ways are past our ways." Certainly, and 
obviously, past mine. 


410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 


LEROY bb COMING! . 

Leroy Garrett will be with us here at the Grassy Church of 
Christ, Arab, Alabama, for one week, beginning the first 
Sunday in June. Why not make plans now to attend? We're 
looking forward to a great week of spiritual festivity. -editor 
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EDITORIAL: UNITY AND THE FEARFUL 


When it was announced that a unity forum was gathering in 
Joplin, Missouri between representatives from the Christian 
Church and Church of Christ, it didn't require an expert to 
predict the reaction of our legalistic brethren. They immed- 
iately took up spiritual arms against it! Every past attempt 
to even dialogue with the Christian Church has met stiff 
resistance from those who Claim to honor the Lord, but who 
want "unity", they claim, but it is upon their terms. What 
they demand is total surrender. It has been about two years 
since the Joplin meeting and the brotherhood papers are stil! 
filted with articles ranting and raving about "compromise", 
going "liberal’', "courting Satan", "'accepting the instrument": 
It was also predictable that some of those who were so en- 
thusiastically caught up with the prospect of unity would not 
stand the test when the wrath of the brotherhood came down 
upon them. They simply had not had the experience of being 
on the opposite side of legalism. Some preachers, sadly, 
couldn't stand the heat and bowed out. Those who saw their 
jobs on the line quickly made amends with their locai con- 
gregations and issued statements of repentance. But we 
thank God for those who stood tall, and are stil! standing. 


What we have witnessed in the aftermath of the Joplin 
Conference is the good and the bad side of the Church af 
Christ. On one side we observe the ‘fearful’, those who 
see the church going into apostasy, compromising with the 
"instrument". On the other side we see the “hopeful”, those 
who have caught a glorious vision of brotherhood. 


What the ‘'fearful'' do not seem to understand is that the 
Joplin meeting and those that came afterwards, was not for 
the purpose of physically uniting the two branches of the 
restoration movement, not that that would be unwelcome, 
for both bodies know that there will never be the kind of 
unity where both sides will sit together in the same building 
of worship. Many will be able to do it on an individual basis 
but not the church as a whole. The purpose of these forums 
is simply that the two sides get together to become better 
acquainted, for dialogue, to explore possibilities of working 
together for the Cause of Christ. But the "fearful'’ have 
drawn a number of wrong conclusions. The editor of Guard- 
ian of Truth magazine (non-institutional) wrote, "Ovr liberal 
brethren are fighting a life-and-death battle among them- 
selves over whether or not unity with the Christian Church 
is possible. Several of their more influential men, including 
such names as Reuel Lemmons, Rubel Shelly, and others, 

(turn to page 116) 
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| When Has God Been Silent? | 


RAY DOWNEN 
Joplin, Missouri PART 2 


In 1986, Bill J. Humble of Abilene Christian University 
dared to speak in a public meeting at that school to express 
his belief that God's plan of salvation did not include a ban 
on instrumental music. Not that he said exactly that! But 
he asked his hearers to think with him of a Lutheran who had 
read the Word enough to know that baptism was a burial and 
that his sprinkling had not been a burial, so he demanded 
that his Lutheran pastor immerse him, which was reluctantly 
done. And Bill asked whether or not the Lutheran was in- 
deed baptized. I think he was, and that he became a Chris- 
ttan— not because of the Iutheran pastor who finally bap- 
tized him, but in spite of the baptizer. 


And Bill spoke of a Christian congregation in Cincinnati 
where an Abilene Church of Christ couple witnessed four 
buried in Christian baptism. He asked if the presence of 
musical instruments made the baptism of none effect, and 
suggests that this is not the case. He makes clear that he 
recognizes as brethren the more than 1,000, 000 members of 
the churches of Christ which freely use instrumental music. 


Then he explains that he himself believes that the use of 
instruments by Christians is wrong, and proposes three 
reasons for opposing use of instrumental music in any wor- 
ship situation. Use of instruments, he believes, is in oppo- 
sition to the "authority" of the scriptures, and for the first 
800 years of the church all! singing (he says} was unaccom- 
pained, and he theorizes that vocal singing is always from 
the heart but that instrumental music cannot be spiritual in 
nature. 


I'm glad that bro. Bill has reasons for his belief, even if 
I can’t see any justification for holding those reasons. 


Reuel Lemmons supports the ‘law of silence’, which I have 
at least as much trouble understanding as the also-undocu- 
mented (in scripture) 'law of authority’ so beloved by Tom 
Warren. Over and over, good Christian men I love and 
respect ask me to give respect to God's silence, which [ 
love to do. 


The respect I give God's silence is to understand that His 
silence is not the same as His prohibition. 
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To exactly define the differences may be beyond my 
powers, but to realize that there is a difference is well 
within the scope of my ability. if God wants to warn us 
against wickedness and sin, He is not unable to do so. 
Indeed, He has chosen to do so emphatically and clearly. 


A brother says, '‘'He would have warned against movies if 
there had been movies in the day when the New Testament 
was being written!" And I have to say “It isn't so. God 
knows the future as well as any man hnows the past, and in 
His word He provides for every future need any man will 
have. He has spelled out what is wrong and what is essential 
for salvation. To add to what He has said is entire DIS- 
respect rather than the respect you call for. * 


If it had been necessary to have a prohibition of a pope, 
God would have spelled it out clearly. It was not necessary. 
What God said gives enough light on the subject so that we 
can easily tell that no pope is needed. And not because af 
SILENCE, but because of His words concerning leadership 
in His church. 


God requires us to love Him and to love one another. His 
Word says so. It does not take a ‘law of silence’ for us to 
know that love and peace and unity are of God. 


He has not spoken to prohibit the eating of meats sacrificed 
to idols. So Paul was able to say that the strong could not 
be hurt by this practice. Yet the weak, unsure of God'‘s 
approval and doubting it, for that very reason must NOT eat. 
For the exact same reason, those who are weak in faith 
and imagine some wrong in use of instrumental music 
SHOULD avoid their use. To do what you suppose is wrong 
is indeed sin. To practice what God has not condemned, 
when you are confident that it is not contrary to His will, is 
never sin. God has not condemned use of instrumental 
music anywhere where Christians are free to go or under 
any circumstances in which they might find themselves. The 
only disapproval comes from men whose weak faith causes 
them to speak for God in condemnation of that which God's 
Word does not condemn! 


Yet how well I understand their sincerity, and appreciate 
the reasons which lead them to this position. 


And I would not for anything ask weak brothers or sisters 
to offend their conscience by doing what they imagine is 
wrong and detested by God. But I do not choose to 'eat no 
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meat forevermore’ in this matter by joining in their demand 
that every one formke musical instruments because of THEIR 
weak consciences. I urge them to meet together where 
instruments are not used and to there faithfully study God's 
Word and serve Him, confident that it is not necessary to 
play musical instruments in order to be saved. 


Meanwhile, I will enjoy the full range of music provided 
by God's goodness to man whether in public services or 
Outside, and will continue to seek full unity with every 
brother and sister in Christ. 


God has been silent as to any need for Christians to sing 
in order to please Him. He has made no law in the matter. 
He does NOT require music, either vocal or instrumental, 
in public services. He kmows our hearts, so will not be 
fooled by mere words. We sing, not because we must, but 
because we WANT to, to praise Him, to thank Him, and to 
exhort others to serve Him. James invites happy Christians 
to sing as an expression of their joy. This is not a require- 
ment, but an optional benefit of our faith. Paul encourages 
our sharing in Christian song, but not as an obligation. 
This is simply another privilege available to us because of 
Calvary. 


Those who detest these truths simply misunderstand the 
nature of the Christian gospel. 


They want everything to be either required or forbidden. 


They make their own laws since God didn't, and demand 
that everyone honor their laws as if they came from God. 
And this way lies anarchy and ruin for the church of Jesus 
Christ. 


We should respect God's silence by refusing to make laws 
where He has made none. 


It indicates only lack of real faith when we attempt to 
make up for what He chose NOT todo. Every requirement 
in the Christian life is clearly presented in the Bible. Every 
life-threatening sin is named so it can be avoided. Those 
who want to substitute for God’s requirements by making 
their own do Him no favor. I urge every reader to respect 
God's silence by realizing the freedom which is conveyed in 
it. Whatever God has not forbidden, either by prohibition 
or by contrary requirement, is in the realm of opinion. 


Weak brethren should not indulge in what theyare not sure 
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is pleasing to God. Strong brethren should not flaunt their 
freedom in the face of those who are weak. But just as the 
"innovation" of divided classes and that of individual serving 
cups in the Lord's Supyer has gradually come to be accepted 
by most of us so that the weak no longer fear for their 
salvation if they practice these things, many other "innova- 
tions" will gradually be accepted which some brethren will 
bitterly oppose. And those who are sure from Bible study 
that only prejudice prevented the practice (rather than God's 
commandment ) will freely accept yet another innovation 
which after all is seen to be in accordance with God's will. 


We must not put words in God's mouth by forbidding what 
He has not forbidden or by requiring what He does not re- 
quire. We must also be flexible in realizing that all that is 


eternal is clearly taught in the Word, and that only what is 
THERE required is really required for salvation. 


Joplin, Missouri 64802-1065 
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APPOINTING ELDERS 


T. WILLIAM DANIEL 





Submit to one another out of reverence for Christ. 
Ephesians 5:21 





Life in Christ is community. it is a brotherhood and 
sisterhood of equals. The freedom we enjoy is made possi- 
ble by a delicate balance of mutual submission. The one who 
would be great in God's Kingdom must learn to be the ser- 
vant of all. Nowhere is this more true than in the life of an 
elder. An elder (also called bishop, pastor, shepherd, or 
overseer) is a mature Christian who leads God's people 
by the power of a pure life and Christ-like example. He 
submits to others by making his love for them apparent, 
and by making himself available to them. He helps them 
face the challenges of life by standing with them side by 
side. They submit to him by responding to the trust he has 
earned, and by allowing him to lead them by his teaching 
and example. All submission in Christ is mutual, and is 
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based upon lives that are submitted to Jesus. 


Elders are made overseers by theHoly Spirit (Acts 20:28). 
This is not an office (as the KJV implies by inserting the 
word "office" into the text). Rather, it is the rightful work 
of EVERY Christian who has been matured by the Holy Spirit 
and made fit to do the work of caring for the spiritual needs 
of others. 


Elders have no authority to make arbitrary decisions. 
Jesus emphatically denied that ANYONE would have that 
kind of authority. "Jesus called them together and said, 
"You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, 
and their high officials exercise authority over them. IT 
SHALL NOT BE SO AMONG YOU. Instead, whoever wants 
to be great among you must be your servant, and whoever 
wants to be first must be your slave—just as the Son of 
Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his 
life as a ransom for many" (Matt. 20:25-28). 


Peter, himself an elder, referred to this very statement 
of Jesus when he spoke to elders saying, ‘not lording it 
over those entrusted to you, but being examples to the flock" 
(1 Peter 5:3). Peter here contrasts "lording it over’ the 
flock with "being examples." 


Jesus said, ''The man who enters by the gate ts the shep-~ 
herd of his sheep... the sheep listen to his voice. He calls 
his own sheep by name and leads them out. When he has 
brought out all his own, he goes on ahead of them, and his 
sheep follow him because they know his voice. But they will 
never follow a stranger; in fact, they will run away from 
him because they do not recognize a stranger's voice" (John 
10:1-5). A shepherd does not drive his sheep. He goes on 
ahead of them". He leads them easily, because they love 
and trust him. He enters by the gate, in full view of all—not 
from behind closed doors. The sheep willingly follow be- 
cause they know his voice. He has EARNED their trust by 
his life. Anyone else is a stranger who will not be followed, 
and should not be followed! 


Jesus made it quite clear. "IT SHALL NOT BE SO AMONG 
YOU." There are no offices in the New Testament church. 
Ali submission in Christ is mutual rather than hierarchial. 
But whenever these clear New Testament teachings are 
mentioned, someone will invariably ask, ''Then why did Paul 
appoint elders in every church? A closely related question 
is, ‘If there are no offices in the church, then why are 
qualifications for elders given in i Timothy and Titus? 


Do these passages teach that elders are officers with 
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rights and prerogatives beyond that of any other Christian? 
No. There is nothing in the word "appoint" that inherently 
carries the idea of authority. 


The primary meaning of the word translated "appoint" is 
“Raising the hand to express agreement in a vote"'. Less 
often, however, it refers to the action of a single individual 
in the sense of "to select’ (Theological Dictionary of the 
New Testament, Vol. IX, p. 437). 


I will bypass the question of whether Paul and Sarnabas 
personally appointed elders, or whether they held elections 
in which the whole congregation voted. The important point 
is that, regardless of who actually did the appointing, all 
that happened was the public recognition of what already 
existed. They were already elders by virtue of their age 
and maturity. The Holy Spirit had already matured them 
and made them overseers. Men of this caliber would have 
already been doing the work of caring for the spritual needs 
of others (overseeing). 


Does the idea of appointment carry with it the transfer of 
authority? ‘That depends on what one is appointed to do. 
For example, when we vote for the President of the United 
States, the authority involved does not come from the fact 
that we voted, but from the nature of the office. 


But it is also possible to appoint someone to a position 
that has no inherent authority. Those who regularly select 
"The Best Dressed Man" do not confer any authority by 
their appointment. The one selected can do no more after 
his selection than before. Moreover, he was not selected 
in order to allow him to be well dressed, but because of 
what he was already doing. In fact, if a skid-row bum 
should be selected as a ete the appointment would not 
actually make him a well dressed man. It would only dis- 
credit those who made the selection. 


What does all of this have to do with elders? Just this: 
Elders are made overseers by the Holy Spirit—not men 
(Acts 20:28). They are not invested with any authority other 
than the authority of the example of a superior life and the 
authority of the Word of God as they teach it. There is 
nothing that they can do after their appointment that they 
could not do before. They are elders by virtue of their age 
and maturity. They are overseers by the work of the Holy 
Spirit. The appointment, or lack thereof, does not change 
their status at all. A person is an overseer if he is doing 
the work, regardless of whether he has been appointed. He 
is NOT an overseer if he is not doing the work, no matter 
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how solemnly he was ordained. In fact, many of the men 
that are called elders are not really overseers at all. They 
are too busy being rulers to do the workof an overseer. And 
sadly, some of our best elders have never been appointed. 
Why appoint them then? To increase their opportunity to 
serve. By appointing men as elders we are saying, ''These 
men exhibit the fruits of the Spirit. They are qualified to 
teach. They care about people. These men are worthy to 
be listened to. They will help you with sound spiritual 
council when you go to them with a problem. These are the 
men who have already been doing the work of an overseer." 


Does all of this sound strange to you? Does it seem like a 
way-out "modern" idea? Would it surprise you to know that 
this is the same thing that men like David Lipscomb, E.G. 
Sewell, J. A. Harding, Tolbert Fanning, and other notable 
leaders of the Restoration Movement taught? Would you be 
shocked to learn that they called the idea that elders are 
authoritative officers a ''modern" concept, and that it was 
only in more recent times that the authoritarian concept of 
elders gained full acceptance in the Churches of Christ? If 
so, then that is an indication of how far we have drifted. 


Perhaps it would do us good to hear what these men had to 
say. After all, we respected them enough to name our 
Christian colleges after them. The names on the buildings 
of our Campuses are a tribute to them. Maybe we could 
learn a thing or two from them. Better yet, perhaps they 
could motivate us to study the subject again for ourselves. 


David Lipscomb wrote, "The whole evil has grown out of 
false notions concerning official authority and the thirst for 
power among the ‘so-called’ officials. Whenever a man or 
set of men... assume to exercise authority in a church by 
virtue of some official appointment, or to assert they have 
rights and authority as officers above others and assume to 
exert their rights without the full consent and approval of 
the members, they should be resisted even to the disruption 
af the body. They are lording it over God's heritage, and 
are exalting their authority at the expense of the authority of 
Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit... Whenever a manin the 
churchof Christ claims authority or exercises power merely 
on official grounds, he is as essentially a pope and claims 
the prerogatives of papacy as fully as does he of Rome. He 
May be a smaller one, his sphere of action may be more 
limited but the principle is the same. All the evils of the 
papacy arise out of the claim of the Pope and his council to 
decide questions by virtue of official position."" (Gospel 
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Advocate, 1877, p. 232) 


E. G. Sewell said, ''No man, therefore, has any authority 
or official authority in the church of God. The word of God, 
not their personal decisions by their own wisdom, must be 
the rule, the law, in all things pertaining to the service of 
God''. (Gospel Advocate, 1897, p. 292) 


"When Paul left Titus in Crete to ordain elders in every 
city, he did not leave him there to make or create men 
elders by appointing or ordaining them to that office, as 
some vainly imagine—that is, elders were not created by a 
ceremony called ordination, but they had been created, they 
were already in the cities of Crete; hence Titus, instead of 
being commanded to create something by appointing or 
ordaining, was commanded to ordain or appoint something 
that already had an existence, hence they (the elders) were 
there, not by appointment, but by growing up into Him." 
(Brunner, Gospel Advocate, 1889, p. 360) 


Tolbert Fanning wrote, ''All are born kings and priests in 
the family of the Lord: but whether they become ruling or 
teaching priest, depends upon no election, prayer, fasting 
or imposition of hands; but they ‘grow up into him in all 
things. * Hence official authority in the world's sense is a 
sham, means nothing good, and is practically a great evil. 
"Men are to be honored for their work alone.’ ist Thess. 5: 
13... Elders, or seniors, are made by years and labor, 
deacons and deaconesses by years of labor, deacon and 
deaconesses by servitude, preachers by labor, and bishops 
by overlooking the flock. Carpenters are made by using the 
saw and hatchet; blacksmiths by the use of the hammer, and 
gentlemen, by lives of devotion torules of right, and we had 
just as soon attempt to make a scholar by prayer, fasting 
and imposition of hands, as a church officer.'' (Gospel 
Advocate, 1867, p- 681) 


P.O. Bax 103, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 


GONE FISHING! 


For the benefit of our new subscribers, we will not print 
an issue in July. 


GARRETT AT GRASSY 


We announced in the last issue that Leroy Garrett would 
be at the Grassy Church of Christ for one week beginning the 
first Sunday in June. For the benefit of those in our local 
area, Leroy will be with us from Sunday through Wednesday 
(1 thru 4 June) and again the following Sunday (8 June). We 
hope that no one will be inconvenienced by this change. 
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| RESPECTING THE CONSCIENCE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


The apostle Paul knew, perhaps instinctively, that there 
was nothing unclean of itself. He was also persuaded by 
Jesus that this was true. He did not use the Greek word 
katharos, pure. It has come down to us as cathartic, a 
medicine which is purgative in effect. But in Romans 14:14 
Paul uses koinon, common or profane. We know it best in 
conjunction with koine Greek. The language in which the new 
covenant scriptures were given. It is the speechof the street 
or the dock, as contrasted with that of the philosophers. 


The term "profane" is a good one, if correctly understood. 
It literally means before (that is, outside) the temple. When 
a heathen approached the temple of his idol, everything he 
took into the temple was consecrated. The priests, who 
were generally numerous and well organized could lay claim 
to it. The worshiper laid up outside the things he wanted to 
keep. The word "fane" is the word for temple, so profane 
literaliy means "before the temple."' Paul declared that 
nothing is intentionally corrupt, desecrated or unworthy of 
use. It was not intrinsically or inherently unclean. 


But he also recognizes that while there is no difference in 
things there is in the people who use them. Love forces us 
to realize that some may entertain a doubt or uncertainty 
about the moral right or duty involved in doing certain 
things. Although my conscience may be absolutely free, 
theirs may condemn them. I personally know of a convert 
to Christ from the Islamic tradition who cannot eat pork. 
And if he cannot gain consent of his conscience he ought not 
to do it! 


To respect the varying consciences of men is an act of 
reverence toward God. Under no circumstance should we 
ever try to cajole, coax or wheedle one into violating his 
conscience. To dosois to make him a slave. Moral dis- 
crimination makes one like God. Lack of it reduces him to 
the level of an animal. I have no right to flaunt my eating 
habits before brethren who are conscientiously opposed to 
the content of my meals. I am to exhibit love wherever I 
am. If a brother objects to eating steak I have no right to 


111 
(11) 


invite him to a steak dinner. It is an uncharitable act to do 
so. I can open acan of tomato soup. It will not kill me to 
eat asparagus once in awhile, although if I had to do so 
regularly I might pray to go home where, hopefully, they do 
not have it! 


I must get my sense of values straightened out. [If I have 
a slab of pork roast and a brother gags at it, I should not 
say ‘Let him gag," while I go on and pack it away. Jesus 
did not die for cows and hogs, but for persons. If there isa 
question which I shall like most His death on the cross 
settled it long before I was eating at all. Iam not to destroy 
a brother with my meat or any other thing. Jesus did not die 
for things or acts, but for persons. He may tolerate my 
eating habits, and I hope He does, but He died for men. 


If I misinterpret my freedom and argue that I'll eat what I 
please, regardless of the attitude of anyone else, I make my 
good the subject of bitter criticism and rude bickering. I 
Should never allow myself to be maneuvered into such a 
place where my good becomes the occasion of another's evil. 
That very thing is at the center of most church trouble. 
Some dear soul becomes so imbued with the righteousness af 
his cause on a certain matter that he decides to scatter it 
about like raindrops upon others. Unfortunately they do not 
see it as being that important and hoist an umbrella against 
it. The result is that a fight results which only eternity will 
settle. It will be settled then for certain! 


There seems always to have been a question as to the 
constitution of the kingdom of God. Is it made up of tan- 
gibles? Material or immaterial? Most of the fights in which 
we have been engaged have been over things we could appre- 
hend by our senses. They have been. sensual rather than 
spiritual. They deal with what the saints may use in showing 
their appreciation to God, in instructing themselves or their 
children. They have all been selective and arbitrary. If 
they had not been we would have ended up back in Antioch or 
Pergamos with no "church structures" and reading the word 
from parchment scrolls. 


The letter to the Romans tells us what the kingdom of God 
is not. It is not meat and drink. The King of kings does no 
preside over such matters. I do not for a moment think this 
means that you cannot eat a hamburger or drink a glass af 
Kool-Aid on "Church property. '* Where do we get the term 
"church property" anyhow? It does not appear in the sacred 
scriptures. Meetings were held in homes where they ate 
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and drank every day. For that matter, where did we get the 
word “church''? I was not born ina translation of the Word 
until 1611 and as a product of King James. We have been 
carried away in our mental meanderings. Like children we 
have been fighting over toys of our own invention. It is time 
that we grow up It may be too late for some. 


The kingdom of God is righteousness, and peace and joy 
in the Holy Spirit. If that sentence were understood by the 
saints on earth it would be enough to cause the angelic choir 
to burst forth in a hymn of praise. The rule of God in the 
universe embraces three things. Righteousness is not just 
doing right things. It is a relationship with the divine of 
those who are renewed in the spirit of their mind, and who 
have put on the new man. It is created by God in true holi- 
ness, not in empty pretence (Eph. 4:23, 24). 


Peace is not merely cessation from hostility. It is not an 
agreement to stop fighting. It is a healing unguent, the balm 
of Gilead to anoint a place of inflammation. It is astringent 
and soothing. Joyis that gladness produced by the indwelling 
Holy Spirit. It is a fruit of that Comforter who abides within. 
These three ingredients compose the Kingdom. Sad indeed 
is it when they become sublimated to unworthy attributes. 
He who serves Christ in these things is acceptable to God 
and approved by men. 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


ARE WE THE ONLY CHRISTIANS? 





Dennis Crawford 


The question often socks me in the face. ‘Do you believe 
that members of the Church of Christ are the only ones going 
to heaven?" Sometimes the questioner is hostile. It's 
usually a loaded question. It's always hard to answer. 


So, I'm going to sit right here and write out a cool, calm 
once-and-for-all answer about who are and who aren't 
Christians, as far as I can tell. 


The answer is no. No, I don't believe that just the people 
who worship under the "Church of Christ" sign are the only 
Christians. Groups of New Testament Christians have been 
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found in foreign countries who never painted a "Church af 
Christ" sign over their meeting, places. The answer is no. 
The Bible teaches that every baptized believer in Christ is 
my brother or sister. Read Mark 16:15, 16; Acts 2:36 -47 ; 
and I Corinthians 12:13. 


The answer is yes. Yes, I believe only members a 
Christ’s church are Christians. Yes, if you're talking about 
baptized believers the Lord has added to God's church 
Cor. 1:2). Yes, of course only Christians will be saved. 


We continue to call for unity as Christ desires and prayed 
for in John 17:23, ''That they may be perfected in unity." 


However, we may move closer to religious unity if we 
quit infringing on God's job of judging and stay close to the 
New Testament. The Restoration Principle pleads for 
Christians wherever they are—to unite. Our plea today is 
"Let’s rally around Christ rather than some man, sect, or 
Genomination. "' 


As one restorer said, ''Let’s not try to be the only Chris- 
Gans—but be Christians only." 


P.O. Box 4011, Austin, Texas 78765 


we rn en i ee 


COMMENT 


We can all appreciate bro. Crawford's boldness in answer- 
ing the difficult and embarrassing question, Are We The Only 
Christians? However, I believe we should point out that the 
real difficulty is not in whether or not we are the only ones 
going to heaven, but how to give an answer true to our 
convictions in such a way so as to avoid the wrath of an 
intolerant brotherhood. The orthodox position among our 
arch-conservatives is still that we are the only Christians— 
not just Christians only, but the ONLY Christians— as 
embarrassing as that may be. Many articles and books have 
been written to prove that very point. 


I don't mean to be Overly critical of bro. Crawford's reply 
for we appreciate him for his work and for the severat 
articles he has written for the Ensign, but I feel I should 
reply to that trace of Church of Christism detected in his 
answer. Iam confident that he is aware af the consequence 
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of aich boldness on his part, and in view of that he has left 
himself a route of escape in case he is brought to task. 


After saying that he doesn't believe that just the people 
who worship under the "'Church of Christ" sign are the only 
Christians, he adds, "Groups of New Testament Christians 
have been found in foreign countries who never painted a 
‘Church of Christ’ sign over the meeting places." If bro. 
Crawford is looking for an example to prove his point, why 
look to some "foreign country"to find New Testament Chris- 
tians 'who never heard of us."" Aren't there any Christians 
among those closer to home who HAVE heard of us? Isn't 
it possible that there may be "New Testament Christians" all 
around us who do not worship under our sign? What is the 
significance of stressing "New Testament" Christians as 
opposed to just plain "Christians"? I'm afraid that what 
bro. Crawford is saying is that even though those in foreign 
countries may,never have heard of our American Church of 
Christ, they are still just like us! And if they're just like 
us, then they're Christians too! So if they believe just like 
we do then no one can criticize us for saying that there are 
a@her Christians who do not worship under our sign, they 
believe just like us Church of Christ folk. 





Let's face it. When we use the term 'New Testament" 
Christians we mean those who believe the New Testament 
just like we do. ''New Testament Christians" is a descrip- 
tion peculiar to us Church of Christ people. I know of no 
other religious group who uses it. Isn't it a little like saying 
“born-again Christians'? How else can one become aChris- 
tian except to be born again? How can one be a Christian 
without being a New Testament Christian? if by that we 
mean one who believes the gospel, repents of his sins and 
is baptized. If that be the essentials for salvation, then 
surely there are millions of Christians all around us who do 
not worship under our Church of Christ sign. They may 
differ with us in many other respects, but how important are 
those differences? How much stock doesGod place in church 
orthodoxy and in unsettled doctrinal issues? According to 
Paul"... the kingdom of God does not mean food and drink 
(and we can add about 99 percent of all of our divisive 
issues to the list) but righteousness and peace and joy in the 
Holy Spirit" (Rom. 14:17). If you can't get food and drink 
into the kingdom, I doubt that you can lug the piano into it, 
or cOmmunion cups, or church kitchens, and all such like. 
We are, I'm afraid, too sure of what pleases God. We see 
him in heaven monitoring our Sunday morning services and 
giving us a passing or failing grade, depending upon how 
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we adhere to our "five acts" of worship—and if he hears the 
strains of an instrument he turns a deaf ear! Why do we 
have to bring God down to our level! 7—as if he is interested 
in such trivial things. 


What does God expect from us? He wants the kind of 
righteousness that makes for peace and joy in the kingdom. 
He wants hearts of love, faith, dedication, loyalty, and works 
of righteousness that brings a good report from those who 
are without. What is now practiced in the Christian Com- 
munity does the very opposite. Our divisions and strife 
among ourselves causes others to turn away from us and 
from Christianity. Surely it is time for us to declare an 
end to brotherhood hostilities and declare war on sin and 
Satan. Only in this way will the world believe that God sent 
his Son to save mankind. 


These are trying times for the church and for individuals. 
Boldness in declaring one’s freedom from legalism and 
into the "freedom wherein Christ:-has made us free" is a 
challenge that may not be to our liking, but we are faced 
with it. It isa test of our faith and love. More and more of 
our brethren are meeting the challenge and declaring their 
freedom in Christ. They are unsure of the consequences 
but in their zeal to be all that they can be in Christ they 
overcome the fear of brotherhood reprisals. Their spiritual 
exhilaration is a marvelous thing to behold! It is the "setting 
aside the great weight" that held them in bondage and they 
are ready to tell the world, and especiatly their brethren. 


The history of the church on earth is inthe making, and 
you, brethren, are a part of it. The church is in need of 
another Reformation Movement. What part will you play? 
How will you be recorded should someone decide to write a 
history of this generation? Someone will... up there. 


mr 


EDITORIAL - from page 102 

are advocating a unity-in-diversity with those in the Inde- 
pendent Christian Churches. The movement to fellowship 
Independent Christian Churches is only a temporary stopping 
place in route to moving into the mainstream of modern 
Protestant denominationalism." {April 3, 1986). I suppose 
we may gather from this that the editor does not believe that 
the Church of Christ is already a denomination, which is 
foolish to deny. However, he is correct when he further 
states, "The unity-in-diversity brethren state that we have 
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unity with the Christian Church by recognizing that we are 
different in our beliefs about using mechanical instruments 
of music in worship and by accepting each other in spite of 
this difference."' Now, if fellowship is not possible because 
of a ''difference' in our belief about the use of mechanical 
instruments, then we fail to understand how that we can have 
fellowship even with ourselves, since some of our “'betiefs" 
are surely as serious as the instrument. He seems to forget 
that there are some two dozn segments of the Church of 
Christ who are out of fellowship with each other, and that 
there are many differences within his own non-cooperative 
segment. This brother denies the concept of unity -in-diver - 
sity while practicing it. This same editor took it upon him- 
eelf to tell his readers just which issue they could or could 
not fellowship. They could not have fellowship with those 
who advocate unity in diversity, or who taught “imputed 
righteousness", but they should not draw the lines of fellow- 
ship over such matters as "Bible versions", "indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit," and "continuous cleansing."' It must be 
great to have this kind of spiritual insight! 


In this same editorial, the brother goes on to draw a 
totally unwarranted conclusion. The unity which they preach 
is a unity which requires those who oppose instrumental 
music in worship to compromise their convictions. ... He 
must give up his conviction that using mechanical instru- 
ments of music in worship is a sin which will cause one to 
lose his soul. *' 


I know of no one who advocates the compromise of one's 
convictions. The kind of unity that is now being sought is 
not such that would cause one to violate his conscience or 
compromise his convictions. Those who believe it is wrong 
to worship where the instrument is used cannot do it. To 
violate the conscience is sin, whether the thing done is right 
or wrong. This is recognized by our Christian Church 
brethren and to my knowledge none of them insist that our 
non-instrument brethren give up his or her conviction in 
this matter. The kind of unity now being pursued is not in 
sitting together in the same building for an hour's "worship 
service."' The theme is "Let's bury the hatchet''—not in 
each other, but out of sight and then let's go to work for the 
same common cause of Christianity; not in the name of a 
"church" but in the name of Christ. Such an arrangement 
is far from ideal, but it is a start. Let us therefore no 
longer judge our brethren but figure out ways and means to 
spread the good news about what Christ has done to end the 
hostility between man and God. Wecandoit. We must. 
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On Hunting Easter Eggs 
J. D. SEGROVES 


Seek ye the Lord while He may be found. Call upon 
| Him while He is near. Isaiah 55:6 


If a clean desk is the sign of a cluttered mind, then I must 
have a clean mind because I certainly have a cluttered desk. 
And space under my desk. And box ina back room. Every- 
thing I'd ever need is here - somewhere. But I'd rather try 
to reason with a rattlesnake than look for something that's 
lost. And that's not just limited to looking for something 
that's lost in what I laughingly call my filing system. I don't 
like to have to look for anything. 


That's probably because I'm no good at it. I never find. I 
only fret. And fuss. Andfume. And get furious. And froth 
at the mouth. At this point my wife inevitably walks in and 
invariably finds whatever fiendish thing is hiding from me. 
And she always finds it in a few seconds and within a few 
feet amidst files I've fumbled through five hundred times. 
Her success doesn't surprise me - but the smirk always 
makes me squirm. 


Now, I told you that to tell you this. Once again this year 
I did not hunt Easter eggs! Nothing I've ever known makes 
greater nonsense. I] cannot imagine what kind of maniacal 
mentality is required to hide something just so you can get 
mad, mean and miserable looking for it. If you want it just 
don't hide it{ Once you've got it, for the sake of sanity, hang 
on to it. I don't know what communist culprit crept that 
tradition into our culture, but I'd love to catch him some 
Sunday alone in the services for just one sermon. He 
wouldn't see sunshine until Saturday. Late Saturday. 


My kids were forever wanting me to go Easter egg hunt- 
ing. Imagine taking a thing you hate most in the world - and 
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pretending to do it for fun. Why didn’t they just ask if they 
could enjoy watching me cut myseif shaving or if I would 
delight them by smashing my thumb witha hammer so they 
could hear what Preachers holler when they're hurt. Or 
stumble into a meeting of the ladies aid society completely 
inebriated. (As a kid in college I would have said dead 
drunk, but copyrighted columnists say inebriated. On the 
other hand, I can spell dead drunk without a dictionary.) I 
have absolutely no interest in any of those things. But I'd 
rather do two of them any day of the week than go wading 
through weeds looking for little lost eggs that didn't even 
have to be out there in the first place. 


THERS'S A LESSON THERE SOMEWHERE 


The Bible says some highly significant things on the sub- 
ject of hiding and looking. Spealeing spiritually we have the 
assurance that our search for the Savior wil! not be in vain. 
In the sermon’on the Mt., Christ Himself said, "Seek and 
ye shall find!'' That gives my soul a lot of satisfaction. 


Sacred Scripture also gives us insight into the heart of 
Heaven. The Bible begins in harmony, but the first sign af 
etress is man hiding from his God. Sin always separates. 
And the rest of revelation is but the record of God's reach-~ 
ing out to stubborn and stiffnecked people. The prophets 
preached and pled until finally the Son of God Himself came 
to seek and to save. 


And then John, in his frightening finale, describes the fate 
of those who refuse the freedom offered by Christ. Only if 
you can capture the terror of being caught in an avalanche 
or trapped in a coal mine can you come to grips with John's 
graphic account of their terror as they cry for the rocks and 
mountains to fall on them so they could escape the face of 


Him that sits on the throne and the wrath of the Lamb (Rev. 
6:16). 


Perhaps the most famous sermon ever preached in Amer- 
ican history is ‘Sinners in the Hands of an angry God." 
When Jonathan Edwards preached it, people actually begged 
him to stop. The frustration I feel in looking for little 
things is silly compared to the frustration of a Heavenly 
Father who, after centuries of seeking after children who'd 
rather be lost, finally gets furious. 


410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 
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ENGLISH WORD ORIGINS 
CHAPEL: "St. Martin's C loak"" 


Late Latin cappa meant "cloak", and a Medieval Latin 
diminutive form cappella meant "a short cloak,"’ "a hood," 
"a cowl.'' The cloak worn by St. Martin of Tours, who died 
in the fourth century, was preserved as a holy relic, and 
the word Dy ae was used to refer to the shrine in which 
St. Martin’s cloak was kept. So cappella came to mean a 


place for keeping sacred things, and finally any holy place, 
or place of worship, the meaning of the Old French form 
chapele, taken into English as chapel. The guardian of the 
shrine where St. Martin's cloak was kept was called in Med- 
ieval Latin cappellanus, which gave Old French chapelain, 
English chaplin. 
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[ THE CONTINUING INFLUENCE OF KING JAMES | 


Editor 


Since the beginning of time man has had the lust for power 
and authority. It entered into the nature of man with the 
advent of sin. It isa gift of Satan, a work of the flesh, and 
belongs in the category of "pride". It does something for 
man's pride to be able to give the orders. He loves the 
praise and prestige and the feeling of importance. He will 
scheme and connive, he will jie, cheat, and even murder to 
gain control. That's the way the world has always been and 
it will never be any different. 


When Jesus talked about his kingdom even his disciples 
had visions of power, "Who's going to sit at your right and 
left hand?"* What else did they know? They had never seen 
anything different. When you talk about a kingdom and king, 
and law and subjects, someone has to be at the top, do they 
not?? Someone has to give the orders! So we shouldn't 
blame the disciples too much for asking such a question as: 
"Who will be the greatest in the kingdom?"* They knew of 
course that Jesus himseif would be the head, the king, but 
who would be his righthand man (or men) on earth? 


The answer that Jesus gave must surely have stunned the 
disciples, for its stunning effect is still felt even today. 
The church of our day has failed to fully comprehend its 
meaning. "You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it 
over them, and their great men exercise authority over 
them. It shall not be so among you; but whoever would be 
great among you must be your servant, and whoever would 
be first among you must be your slave; even as the Son of 
man came not to be served hut to serve, and to give his life 
as a ransom for many" (Mat. 20:25-28). How revolutionary ! 
Whoever heard of a kingdom in which the lowly servant 
would be the greatest! How can the last be ‘first’ and how 
can slaves have such prominence? It was a difficult thing 
for the disciples to grasp. It seems that for awhile the point 
was understood in that first century, but with the passage 
of time and the natural lust for power coupled with the dif— 
ficulty of understanding the point, the church soon had its 
rulers, just like the Gentiles; first its plurality of Bishops 
over the congregation, then the emergence of a chief Bishop, 
the chief Bishop over several congregations, eventually a 
Bishop over all churches in a province, and finally a Super 
Bishop, the Pope. (turn to page 136) 
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MAKING UP YOUR MIND 








W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


During my early sojourn [I have been a member of a 
number of congregations. All of them claimed to love the 
Lord, yet all were different. I recall one rural group of my 
boyhood days which had two elders. Each of these felt that 
he was divinely called to protect the cause for Christ. It 
probably wouid not have created a ripple in the one body if 
it had been saved or gone down the drain, as it eventually 
did when everyone moved to town and most of the young 
people married and "went over the hill." 


We had what we called mutual ministry. In this case that 
meant that the elders took turns edifying the flock, or, as 
one brother who was mentally ill, put it, “crucifying the 
church."* The elders differed sericusly about one thing. 
One of them held that the Lord's Day was sacred, as the 
sabbath had been to the Jews. He would hoist an ox or an 
ass out of a ditch if one fell in, but, aside from that, a visit 
to his place was like going to a mortuary on Sunday. It was 
a real test of the survival of the fittest. 


The other thought that Sunday had been made for man, and 
not the reverse. If one attended the meeting and partook of 
the Lord's Supper, he was free to harvest his crop, doctor 
a sick mule, or take his gun and stroll through the orchard 
hunting the rest of the day. Each Sunday, the one who was 
speaking, belabored us with his theory, working it into his 
talk in one way or another. Wecould sleep in blissful con- 
tent until he finished. We listened to them so much that 
when a visiting speaker talked about the prodigal son we 
thought he was unscriptural. 


It was several years before I grew up to seriously think 
about the new covenant scriptures for myself, and many 
more until I could realize the great difference between the 
covenant which was not written with pen and ink, and the 
scriptures which obviously were. It took a lot of meditation 
and maturation before I could understand that "the hand- 
writing of ordinances" nailed to the cross had not risen 
from the dead. It was the One who nailed them there who 
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arose. We are no longer under the biting lash of a written 
code. We are under the loving care of a living Lord. 


But, even as I read the guidelines along the highway of 
life I could see how pitiably the two elders of my earlier 
days had missed the essence of the faith. In a section of 
Romans 14, the record states, "One person thinks that a 
certain day is more important than other days, while some- 
one else thinks that all days are the same." Paul's first 
admonition is, ‘Each one should firmly make up his own 
mind." It is difficult to make up the mind of another for 
him. Even grabbing him around the neck and choking him 
will not help. The sacredness of the human mind is superior 
to that of certain days. 





One who believes that God has invested a certain day with 
special honor thereby glorifies the Maker. One who believes 
that He has invested them all with equai honor thereby 
glorifies Him. In honoring the seven He honors the one. 
He who regards the day regards it unto the Lord. He who 
does not regard the day regards it not unto the Lord. The 
Lord is supreme. He alone is sovereign. So no man fives 
unto himself and no man dies unto himself. If we live it is 
unto the Lord. If we die it is unto the Lord. Whether we 
live, or die, we are the Lord's 


It is not that we are the Lord's whether we believe in the 
premillennial theory, or in Sunday school classes. It is 
whether we live or die, we are the Lord's. Anyone who is 
in Jesus through faith, must live or die in Him. It was to 
this end Christ died, androse, and revived, that He might 
be Lord bothiof the dead and of the living. Anything that is 
not as important as life or death is something Jesus did not 
die for. Before we divide the body of Jesus we should ask 
ourselves if it is "a life or death matter’? If we "think" 
soberly, as God has dealt to every mana measure of faith" 
we may conclude that it is a theological quirk we are trying 
to impose upon those who do not want it, and who will come 
to resent us for it. 


It is useless to fight over matters of opinion. If we are 
for a thing we have no right to "set at nought the one who 
cannot see it."’ If we are opposed to it we have no right to 
judge the one who is for it. We shall all stand before the 
judgment seat of Christ. We are not lower courts in God's 
system of jurisprudence. We do not have to try brethren in 
advance. It is not our prerogative to sentence them or to 
banish them to "outer darkness" ahead of time. Every knee 
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shall bow to Him, not tous. Every tongue shall confess to 
Him, not to us. 


The apostle urges in verse 13, ''Let us not therefore judge 
one another any more."' Because the judgment of Christ is 
reserved and because it is universal, we not only need not, 
but we should not, judge one another on this earth. It is 
absurd and foolish for us to thrust ourselves forward and 
assume the function of the Son of God. We are to receive 
one another, not reject one another. It is not a question of 
a perfect disciple accepting imperfect ones. It is a matter 
of imperfect disciples accepting other imperfect ones. None 
of us is perfect. 


Sometimes we are asked, ''But why cannot the brother who 
holds a contrary opinion give it up for the sake of peace and 
order?'' The answer is simply that it is impossible. A 
man's opinions become part of himself. He can no more 
willingly give up an opinion than he can cut off his hand or 
foot. He can sublimate it, hold it in reserve, refuse to 
advocate it, but he cannot surrender it. That is why he is 
told to have "it to thyself alone.'" We may present a con- 
trary opinion, but we have no right to bind it upon another. 
And he has no right to bind his opinions upon us. We must 
all learn that opinions may be held but never bound. 


The divine prescription is "that no man put a stumbling- 
block or occasion to fall in a brother's way.'' We can do 
this wittingly or unknowingly but we are told not to do it at 
all. If aman puts a handful of tacks in a pocket with a hole 
in it, he should not be surprised that the cars which come 
along suddenly develop flat tires. We are not to scatter 
argumentative bricks or cobble-stones along the pathway on 
which people walk. Some may become discouraged and drop 
out of the race. It is better to lose an argument than to lose 
a brother. 

4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


——- ere e— = 


"Onward Christian Soldiers", written by Sabine Baring- 
Gould, is one of our church oldies, and also a favorite in 
most denominations. Awhile back the Methodists (1 believe 
it was the Methodists) decided to drop the Song from its 
humnal because of the militant tones contained therein. 
But the lay members raised such a ruckus that the powers 
that be gave up the idea. After reading the following article 
by William Pile, maybe ye should get rid of the old favorite. 
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THE "LIKE A MIGHTY ARMY" MYTH 


WILLIAM PILE 


Nice going, Sabine Baring-Gould! It was a great idea. 
Your hymn makes good singing, but it's malsing liars out of 
all of us. If we're Christian Soldiers, let's hope we're only 
on maneuvers, not ina real way. 


"Onward!" I hope you were joking, Barry, like when I 
tell my untrained mutt to "Sit!'' She wanders off, wagging 
her tail, without the foggiest notion that I've just issued a 
command. And so do we. 


Your lyrics are so beautiful, but they're fantasy in today's 
world. ‘Hell's foundations quiver at the shout of praise." 
Hell doesn't Quiver, because we don't praise. Come on. 
Don't you know that praise is primordial. We're sophistica- 
ted, we worship in modulated tones. You say it sounds drab? 
Maybe a wee bit, but it's scriptural. 


"We are not divided, all one body we.'' Maybe it was like 
that when you lived, Barry, but it's not today. Several 
hundred different denominations, all preaching a slightly 
different message. And amosig our own movement we're 
split into 20-30 segments. Sure, we all wear the name of 
Christ, but sometimes we can't go into each other's build- 
ings. We've got to be convinced that once inside, everyone 
will agree with us. Then we have unity. 


"Join our happy throng."' If canaries could smile they'd 
look happier at a feline convention than we look on Sunday 
mornings. Wasn't it a Muslim who wondered if we believe 
Jesus rose from the dead why do we act so sad about it? 
Throngs go to football games, not churches. People join 
health spas, not churches. 


Welcome to the 20th century church, Mr. Gould. Yes, the 
war between darkness and light still rages, but we're not 
much of a force. Not what we could be. We move like 
we're under the influence, not under orders. We're not in 
training. We don't kmow how to use our weapons, and we're 
not up on battle strategy. Cub scout troops presenting the 
colors march better than we do. We meander, not march. 


BUT DON'T GIVE UP ON US, MR. GOULD 


We love your song, and more importantly, we love our 
Lord Jesus and His Book which tells us that we are "soldiers 
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of Christ Jesus" (2 Tim. 2:3). Right now, we're a bit like 
the army of Israel which cowered under the towering 
shadows of Goliath (1 Sam. 17). Right now our David is 
trying to get us to tale Him seriously. We will awaken from 
our sleep (Rom. 13:11-14), and shake ourselves. We will 
get into training and learn how to use our weapons. We'll 
drop our excuses, and put aside things that keep us weekend 
warriors, when we should be fulltime soldiers (2 Tim. 2:3, 4) 
and we'll learn how to march. 


And we'll confront the enemy, Satan himself. We'll 
recognize his dastardly deeds, and we'll fight him wherever 
he sticks up his head. We'll fight fear, and hate, and bigotry, 
and greed, and all his perversions of things that God created 
beautiful. We'll fight false doctrine, and corrupt religion, 
and hierarchies that attempt to usurp His position as 
Supreme Ruler of the Universe. 


We believe the Revelation John received is the account of 
the victory of Jesus' church. We intend to be crowned 
combatants, not spectators. We intend that the Christian 
brothers and sisters who now sit in pews in our congrega- 
tions will be inspired by our militant approach to the Chris— 
ian life. We intend to recruit them into God's army. We 
can see the scene now: 


And I saw the beast and the kings of the earth and 
their armies, assembled to make war against Him 
who sat upon the horse, and against His army. 
And the beast was seized, and with him the false 
prophet... these two were thrown alive into the 
lake of fire which burns with brimstone. And the 
rest were killed with the sword which came from 
the mouth of Him who sat upon the horse. 
Revelations 19:19-21 


And maybe one of the songs we'll sing as we gather around 
the throne (Rev. 5) will be: 


Onward, then, ye people, join our happy throng; 
Blend with ours your voices in the triumph song; 
Glory, laud and honor, unto Christ the King; 

This through countless ages, men and angels sing. 
Onward, Christian soldiers, marching as to war, 
With the cross of Jesus, going on before. 


Good News - P.O. Box 31394, Los Angeles, CA 90031 
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PREACH THE GOSPEL 


ARNOLD HARDIN 


"Go into all the world and preach the gospel" said our 
Lord to his apostles. The most majestic commission of all 
times! A journey unlike any upon which man has embarked. 
"The heart of the gospel is redemption, and the essence of 
redemption is the substitutionary sacrifice of Christ. They 
who preach this truth preach the gospel in whatever else 
they may be mistaken; but they who do not preach the 
atonement, whatever else they declare, have missed the soul 
and substance of the divine message." (Spurgeon) 


Christ sent them into the world with but ONE message— 
THE GOSPEL! The splendor of it dazzles the mind; the 
thought content staggers us. The orators of time have lifted 
and crushed the spirits of men with messages both divine 
and human in origin. Civilizations have been shaped and 
then brought to utter ruin through the spoken and written 
word of men. Men have couched words, that live on and on, 
in just a very few sentences of simplicity and marvelous 
meaning and beauty. But never has man been commissioned 
to use his powers of speech for the proclamation of a mess- 
age like that of the GOSPEL. Prophets could never have 
dreamed it, orators could not have sculptured it and angels 
could only look on in wonderment as that eternal mystery 
was being unfolded. Truly, therefore, he who does not 
understand the essence of that message has missed the soul 
and substance of the GOSPEL. 


"The wages of sin is death’. Man had lost his way! 
Drowning in his own filth! And into that blackened and 
diseased world a bolt of light streaked from heaven. The 
message of eternity flooded man's existence. "PREACH 
THE GOSPEL!" And now, after almost two thousand years, 
lost and dying humanity is either ignorant of it or refuses to 
accept it. And, worst of all, most who profess to be Chris- 
tians do not know of that which constitutes the heart and 
beauty of the GOSPEL. Some questions appear almost rude. 
What is the gospel, to our brethren, is about like asking, 
"Who is Jesus Christ?" Do we dare risk having been wrong 
by asking such a question involving the gospel? 
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The gospel was not a vision. It was not a dream. The 
gospel was a historical happening. Therefore our brethren 
ought to realize that we do not EXHORT the gospel. The 
gospel, a past historical work, can only be proclaimed. 
Exhortation is good and needed but if that is all there is ina 
sermon it is not a "gospel sermon". We cannot experience 
the gospel though we can and do experience its benefits. The 
gospel is what God has done in Christ in my stead. My 
brethren, we need to be aware lest we offer a system of 
doctrine~—as good as it might be —as the gospel. 


What is to be preached to lost sinners? On the mount of 
transfiguration Moses, Elijah and Christ corversed about it. 
Christ began his work by saying, "Repent and believe in the 
gospel" (Mark 1:15). And Paul some years later was "testi- 
fying both to Jews and to Greeks repentance toward God and 
faith toward Jesus Christ" (Acts 20:21). CHRIST IS THE 
GOSPEL! "The grace of Christ"' and "the gospel’ are the 
same (Gal. 1:6). ‘We preach Christ crucified" (1 Cor. 1:23). 
The gospel is the death, burial and resurrection of Christ 
(1 Cor. 15:3,4). It, being Christ, is our only "hope of glory" 
(Col. 1:27). It is "the word of the truth of the gospel” (Col. 
1:5). The gospel is God's perfect grace system, and, justi- 
fication, the forgiveness of sins, is provided only in it (Eph. 
2). Justification is by faith in A PERSON and this is the 
“truth of the gospel"! 


One is caused to shudder at the ignorance that prevails 
concerning an understanding of this matter. The Galatian 
letter should be devoured by all Christians! Paul was heart- 
sick because they were “falling from grace". And the prin- 
ciples of LAW and GRACE are about as fuzzy to our brethren 
now as they were to the Galatians. The gospel is Christ plus 
nothing! Grace is the motivating factor, therefore, be- 
lievers lovingly respond by faith to such marvelous grace. 
Paul warned us against believing that the gospel is a mixture 
of law and grace! Law can beat the sinner to his knees but 
it can‘t bft him to his feet. 


Paul charged those Christians with intellectual stupidity. 
Would he do any less today if he were here? There is only 
one gospel! They were allowing it to be perverted anda 
perverted gospel is not THE GOSPEL! Today it is very 
common to hear our brethren preach that all truth as con- 
tained within the New Testament is the gospel. Such is an 
absolute perversion of the gospel. A preacher recently 
made the statement that truth is synonymous with the gospel. 
Paul would do with such a brother as he did with Peter! The 
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conclusion of our brethren is that the entirety of the New 
Testament makes up the gospel. ALL TRUTH IS NOT 
SYNONYMOUS WITH THE GOSPEL! The Galatians were 
children of God, called by the gospel, long before Paul wrote 
to them. The gospel is the sperm by which sinners are born 
into God's family (1 Cor. 4:14-15}). Paul had become their 
spiritual father and being jealous over them he withstood 
even Peter to his face over this matter. 


Today, when brethren disagree over some matter, the 
charge is hurled— "preaching another gospel" or "“apostatiz- 
ing". What an absolute shame! We had better quit it before 
God's patience wears out. No honest opinion held by one in 
Christ is "another gospel’. No one preaches “another 
gospel" simply by being mistaken about some aspect of the 
will of God. Our horrible condition of division has been 
brought about by our equating any truth with the gospel. How 
dare any of us equating the teaching of the veil with that 
which saves us! Dare we equate the discussion of the love 
feasts with Christ as our sinoffering? We sqGuabble over 
how the ''Lord's money" is to be spent and speak of such as 
perverting the gospel if we disagree with others. One 
church nearby is having a homecoming and will use the 
facilities of another group sothe first group can eat together. 
The explanation by one of the elders is that they have some 
who object to eating in their own building. He did not say if 
they could in some other building. “Gut the point I wish to 
make is that such disagreements have nothing to do with the 
gospel. My brethren we can disagree about many truths 
and not be guilty of "perverting the gospel.” 


The gospel is to be proclaimed to aliens. Those on Pente- 
cost had all the gospel that was to be given. The Galatians 
had received all of the gospel long before Paul needed to 
correct them concerning it. It is a tragedy to look upon the 
epistles in such a way as to negate the gospel. We who are 
united by the gospel are then divided by these false inter- 
pretations. Orthodoxy (seeing it my way) has exacted a 
fearful toll on the body. We sorely need better understand- 
ing and God's mercy. 


2920 Prairie Creek, Dallas, Texas 75227 





BOUND VOLUME 

The latest bound volume of the Ensign, XIJ and XII com- 
bined, covering the years 1984 and 1985, is available at our 
Ensign address for $6 per volume. We pay the postage. 
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= - THE ELDER'S SHIP —-—-——— 


T. William Daniel Part l 


I can still recall it vividly. Another of my childish ideas 
had run aground and become shipwreck upon the shores of 
rock-hard evidence. It was even worse than when my 
‘higher plane"’ had been shot down! It was undeniable: The 
elders had no ship! I was crushed! It had all been a figment 
of my imagination. I had filtered the adults’ statements 
about elderships through my own perception of reality and 
arrived at a false notion. A thorough search confirmed the 
awful truth. There was no "Elder's Ship." 


The experience hadn't been all bad though. At least I had 
learned something from my experience. Now I knew about a 
wonderful thing called an “eldership.'' I learned that an 
individual elder does nothing special by himself, but when 
the elders come together in an elders’ meeting, "' they be- 
come an “eldership."" When they are an "eldership"’ they 
can make decisions that affect other people's lives, hire 
and fire preachers, decide how to spend "the Lord's money," 
impose rules about which translations can be used, or any- 
thing else that they want todo. I learned that they become 
"the highest office in the church." The rest of the church 
has no choice but to blindly follow. But all of this is only 
possible when they come together in an “elders' meeting. " 
Elders, I was told, do nothing as individuals. It is alla 
matter of ‘the eldership. " 


Time passed, and I began to study so that I could defend 
“the truth.'' Since these cherished ideas must be the truth, 
I wanted to know how to argue for them. I began to wish that 
God had known to make things a little clearer. After all, 
didn't He know how hard it would be for "the faithful" to 
defend "the truth" with such vague scriptural evidence to 
piece together? Why didn't He have someone to settle the 
question by just coming right out and saying, "Elders are 
the highest officers in the church. They have authority to 
make decisions for the church which must be obeyed with- 
out question"? It would have made things a lot easier ! 


As time passed I learned to suppress these thoughts. 
Soon I was abte to admirably "defend the truth."" Sometimes, 
however, events would expose a chink in my armor. 


I will never forget trying to explain toa friend why it is 
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so hard to find qualified elders. I read the "qualifications" 
from lst Timothy and Titus. I explained that a church need- 
ed a plurality of qualified men before it could have elders. 


‘You mean your church doesn't have men like that?" he 
asked in unbelief. 'You must be in pretty bad shape!" His 
response shook me! For the first time in my life I looked 
at those passages as would any normal person who didn't 
have the "benefit" of being conditioned by years of our 
hair - splitting legalistic methods of interpretation. I had 
been seeing a list of arbitrary laws about how many children 
whether the children had to be old enough to be baptized, and 
the like. He had looked at the same passages in a natural 
way and had seen a DESCRIPTION OF A MATURE CHRIS- 
TIAN. No wonder he couldn't be convinced to visit! I had 
just told him that we didn't even have a plurality of mature 
Christians! 


As I began to search the scriptures for answers to my 
questions, I made a startling discovery. THE EIDERS 
HAD NO "SITIP!"' The Bible never spoke of an “eldership". 
It didn't even contain the idea of an eldership. In fact, every 
duty that I could find in the Bible for elders was an in- 
dividual responsibility. What's more, I could find no ex~ 
ample of elders ever coming together to make a decision. I 
could find no passage which clearly stated that elders have 
the authority to replace the congregation in decision-making. 
And I could find no justification in God's word for "elders' 
meetings” in the sense we use the term today. 


What I DYDD find was a clear statement from Jesus that, 
although the world's system operates by the exercise of 
authority, "IT SHALL NOT BE SO AMONG YOU" (Mat. 20: 
25-28). I found examples of the whole congregation, NOT 
just their leaders voting for those who would serve in 
special capacities (Acts 6:1-7). I found an example where 
"the whole church" arrived at the answer to an important 
doctrinal question. The elders were present. They tried to 
convince the church of the rightness of their point of view. 
But the "whole church"’ made the decision (Acts 15:1-22). 
And I found that elders are made overseers by the Holy 
Spirit, not men (Acts 20:28). They are not appointed in 
order to make them elders, but for the sake of the congre- 
gation, who are to "know them who labor among you" (1 
Thess. 5:12). 


As | continued to study, I found that it was only in the 
present generation that the idea of an authoritarian elder- 
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ship gained full acceptance in the Churches of Christ. In 
fact, the idea was vigorously opposed by many of the Res- 
toration Leaders we highly respect. 


If one admits that elders have no arbitrary authority, does 
that mean that he doesn't believe in having elders? 


Certainly not! It seems that some people are so eager to 
defend the authority of elders that they make wild claims 
about people who disagree. Instead of answering the scrip- 
tural arguments that are being presented, they set up 
“straw men” which are easier to destroy. I guess they think 
that if they can't have their "ship" they will be up a creek 
without a paddle! 


"If there is no ‘eldership’ then what are elders good for?" 
Many people find it difficult to even imagine a role for 
elders apart from the conceptof a boardof decision-makers. 


The WORK of an elder is perhaps the most important, as 
well as the most neglected work in the church of our Lord. 
It seems that most elders are too busy being rulers to do 
the real work of an overseer. The true work of an over- 
seer has more to do with service than honor and power. 
And, as we shall see, every single duty of an overseer must 
be performed individually. None of them can be effectively 
performed by an official "board of directors" from behind 
the closed doors of a conference room. 


NOW THE OVERSEER MUST BE: 


The first responsibility of overseers has more to do with 
being than doing. It is a moral imperative for an overseer 
to continue to conduct his life ina way befitting one of God's 
shepherds. In I Timothy 3:2, Paul tells Timothy that "it is 
a moral necessity for an overseer to continue to be..." 


We usually refer to these passages in I Timothy and Titus 
as the "qualifications" for elders. Actually, they are much 
more than qualifications for appointment. 


First, there is the matter of time-frame. If these are just 
qualifications for appointment, then the only time -frame 
that would matter would be at the time of appointment. But 
the present tense of the infinitive "to be" In the original 
indicates that it is necessary for these qualities to continue. 
If these are "qualifications," then they are qualifications 
for being an overseer, not just becoming one. Consistency 
would make it mandatory to quit recognizing a man as an 
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overseer when he no longer can be described in this way. If 
these are qualifications for remaining an overseer, then 
they also place an obligation upon us to remove those who 
subsequently become unqualified. 


A congregation should be ashamed to recognize a man as 
an overseer whose whole manner of life is known to be so 
intemperate that he cannot contain his emotions ("An over - 
seer must be... temperate). A person who nobody would 
dare to approach with a problem because he is known for 
less desirable traits than gentleness is a disgrace to the 
church who advertises him as an “elder" on its letterhead 
(gentle, not quarrelsome). Anda man whose reputation for 
spirituality is so low that the congregation, as well as the 
community ask, “What's wrong with »" is hardly fit to 
oversee the Lord's people. 


Even more important is the word which is usually trans- 
lated "it is necessary."' The word indicates a "moral obli- 
gation," or a "moral necessity... The same word is used in 
verse 15, “if I am delayed, you will know how people ought 
to conduct themselves in God's household." This verse does 
not describe the qualifications" for being a person! It de- 
scribes an obligation. 


In this light, perhaps it would be better to think of these 
passages in Timothy and Titus as duties, rather than simply 
“qualifications."" I Peter 5:3 clearly states that a prime 
function of an overseer is to be an example to the flock. I 
is important for an overseer to live the kind of life that 
others can look to and emulate. This should not be taken 
lightly. It is much more important for younger Christians 
to have a model to look to and pattern their lives after than 
it is to have someone in a conference room making decisions 
about whether to paint the building. (to be continued) 


P.O. Bax 103, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 
0 - -- Se 


BOOK 
"The Baptist Doctrine: True or False?" by Clarence F. 
Walls. 123 pages, priced at $6.00. "A thorough investi- 
gation of the ‘Eis' question." 

The book may be ordered from: 
Clarence F. Walls 
1790 Capshaw Road 
Madison, AL 35758 
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LOOKING GOOD 


J. D. SEGROVES 


Beauty should not come from your clothing and 
jewelry. Instead, it should be that of your inner 
self, the unfading beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit, 
which is of great worth in God's sight (I Pet. 3:3, 4). 





Everybody wants to be somebody else. Or be like some- 
body else. Or at least look like somebody else. For kids 
it's a harmless game. For adults it's an obsession that has 
catapulted the advertising industry into the second largest 
business in the world. 


We're all guilty. Our cabinets are crowded with clothes, 
cosmetics and capsules created to make us look like the 
"beautiful people.’ 


There's only one thing wrong with it - it doesn't work. I 
know. I'm living proof of how well it doesn't work. 


I grew a beard to look like Kenny Rogers. I look more 
like Buck Owens. I bought some Doug Sanders golf shoes. 
I still play like Col. Sanders. My Sansabelit slacks displace 
flab, but they don't get rid of any of it. Grecian Formula 
could remove some of the gray - but none of the years. 


Now I've been talking about myself to avoid offending any - 
one else. But I must say that it's going to take more than 
advertising to make Kate Smiths out there look good in 
Designer Jeans. And not even Mary Kay Cosmetics can 
change the facial expression of a sour disposition. 


There's A Lesson There, Somewhere. 


We are so concerned about appearance, and so casual 
about character. We spend so much time and money on how 
we look and so little on who we are. 


God made us in His likeness. Not physically, but spirit- 
ually. We lost the beauty of His image by sin. But we can 
regain it in Christ. 


‘Tf anyone is in Christ, He is a new creation” (I Cor. 5:17). 
It's the only way. And it's all that really matters. 
410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 
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THE CONTINUING INFLUENCE — from page 122 


Even though King James may have had good intentions 
when he authorized the translation that we call the King 
James Version, he nevertheless has caused the world great 
confusion by the guidelines given to the translators. For 
example, he refused to allow the Greek word “ekklesia” to 
be translated either ''assembly" or “congregation”, which 
would have been correct, but to retain the word church. The 
church, in the mind of the king, and in the minds of some of 
our people, was synonymous with "kingdom", an‘'institution"' 
that was worldwide in scope. Since he was king and head of 
the state, and since there was no separation of church and 
state, he saw himse)f as the head of the "institutional" 
church. So how could he have maintained the image of power 
and importance if ekklesia be translated congregation? And 
it would lower his esteem considerably for one to say that he 
was the head of an "assembly" and that the "institution" was 
only the size of the local congregation (in view of church 
autonomy). Alexander Campbell refused to use the word 
church in his Living Oracles trans)ation, but used congre- 
gation instead. 


Likewise King James refused to allow the Greek word 
"baptisma''to be translated by its correct English equivalent 
"immersion". Baptism is a transliteration of the word and 
by its use the ceremonial" aspect of baptism could be re~ 
tained. This would make the mode of baptism optional. To 
translate baptisma as "immersion" would reduce the ordin- 
ance to an "act", and would by its implication eliminate 
"sprinkling" and "pouring" as the mode. If baptism be only 
a ceremony, then it's true that we could substitute anything 
for the "act." 


It is not impossible to understand the King's reasoning in 
these matters. He had his own power and image to consider. 
He was head of the state church, the divine institution. 
"Bishop" was not to be translated "overseer". Bishop had 
become an ecclesiastical title of power and authority within 
the church. Instead of being a functional word, overseeing, 
bishog had become a person of power, occupying an official 
position of authority. 


"Bishop" is from the Greek word "episkopos"' and means 
"an overseer, to look, to watch." It describes a function of 
older men within the congregation, that of "looking over" the 
Spiritual welfare of the flock. 
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Last, but far from being least, was the King's insistence 
upon rendering the Greek word "hegeomai" as "RULE" in 
Hebrews 13:7, 1't,24, and elsewhere. According to Vine's 
Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, "hegeomai" 
means "to lead". To render verse 17 as "Obey those who 
have the rule over you..." is a complete mistranslation of 
two key words in this passage, obey and rule. 


The word "obey" is from the Greek "peitho" and means 
‘to persuade, win over, listen to; the obedience suggested 
is not by submission to authority, but resulting from per- 
suation"' (W.E. Vine). Since "hegeomai" means "to lead", 
the simple admonition of this passage is, "Consider the 
example of your leaders and imitate their faith."" The RSV 
says, ''Obey your leaders and submit to them". NEB: "Obey 
your leaders and defer to them." 


The KJV renders verse 7 as, ''Remember them which have 
the rule over you, who have spoken unto you the word af 
God". Paul said more correctly, ‘Remember your leaders, 
those who spoke to you the word of God" (RSV). Phillips 
renders it, "Never forget your leaders, who first spoke to 
you the Word of God'’". NEB: "Remember your leaders, 
those who first spoke God's message to you’. Today's 
English Version: "Remember your former leaders, who 
spoke God's message to you."" What can we conc lide except 
that the word "rule" is a gross mistranslation. Those who 
look to this passage as a prooftext for eldership "authority" 
will find no help whatever from the Greek text. It is even 
questionable that the passage refers to elders, since they 
are not mentioned. It more likely refers to the apostles or 
inspired evangelists who ‘first spoke to them the Word of 
God."' Most of all, there is not the slightest hint of a ruling 
hierarchy contained in these verses. 


The same difficulty is found in I Timothy 5:17 in the KJV. 
"Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of double 
honor."" This time the word "rule" is from the Greek word 
“proistemi"’ and means "to stand before, hence to lead, 
attend to (indicating care and diligence)’ (Vine). Phillips, 
as usual, has a unique way of simplifying difficult passages; 
"Elders with a giftof leadership should be considered worthy 
of respect, and of adequate salary, particularly if they work 
hard at their preaching and teaching."" The NEB has it: 
"Elders who do wellas leaders should be reckoned worthy 
of a double stipend". Again we conclude that the word "rule" 
is a mistranslation and should be translated "leaders". 


137 
(17) 


This brings us to the use of the word "elder"and "elders". 
The word elder is used among us as a noun, whereas in the 
Greek it is an adjective. Itis a descriptive word, denoting 
age. Webster defines elder as: "comparative of eld (old), a 
senior, aged person." Since it is a comparative word, it 
means that something is being compared to something else, 
and that one is "older" than the other. The word "elder" 
does not, and cannot translate the Greek word "presbuteros" 
properly. This Greek word is of masculine gender, and it 
is singular, a man. As it stands, "elder" can be either a 
man or woman, or neither, for it can mean anything that is 
older — even a house or car. 


Vine defines "presbuteros" as, "an old man, the eldest, 
senior." 

Strong: "Old, ancient, senator." 

Young: "Old, aged, bearded, aged person." 

Thayer: "Of age. a. Where two persons are spoken of, 
the elder. b. Advanced in jife, an elder, a senior."' He adds 
"Rulers and/or judges were selecled from among older 


(elderly) people. " 


Therefore it takes twoEnglish words to express the meaning 
of presbuteros —"older man". It is so rendered inI Timo- 
thy 5:1. The KJV renders it as ''Rebuke not an elder, but 
entreat him as a father". The RSV has the correct rendition 
of it, 'Do not rebuke an older man (presbuteros) but exhort 
him as you would a father." In verse 2 "older woman" is in 
the feminine gender “presbuteras". We can’t pass this by 
without hearing from Phillips: 'Don't reprimand a senior 
member of your church; appeal to him as a father." 


In verse 17 the word "elders" is from the plural form of 
presbuteros, which is "presbuteroi", and should be rendered 
"older men". Since the word "rule" means "to lead" and 
presbuteroi is "older men", the passage should read, "let 
the older men who lead you be considered worthy of double 
honor" (or let them be highly respected). There is nothing 
in this verse that denotes a position of authority, no more 
than "older man" in verse 1, or "older women" in verse 2. 
It it be said that "elders" in verse 17 has reference to a 
ruling class of brethren, then it must surely have the same 
meaning in verse 1 (and the same for "women" in verse 2). 


When Peter said that he was an "elder", he used the word 
"»resbuteros'"'—an older man. Why do we attempt to bestow 


upon him an extra "office" of elder? He meets the qualifi- 
cations, we are told, because he was married. Sut Paul 
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was not married and he too was an elder! When he said that 
"TJ, Paul, an aged man" in Philemon 9, he used the word 
"presbuteros". Why do we not refer to Paul as an elder? 
And, being unmarried, what does that do for qualifications ? 


We can search the scriptures through and through and we 
will not discover an "officer" in the church. There is no 
office of elder, or bishop, or anything else in the sense in 
which these words are now understood. Let's look at I Tim- 
othy 3:1. 


"This is a true saying; If a man desire the office of a 
bishop, he desireth a good work." Here we need to examine 
two key words, “office” and "'bishop.'' The word office here 
does not refer to an office like the office of governor, or 
office of president, or office of sheriff. A Christian's office 
is his area of expertise, his talent, his work. A man's 
natural talent is his office. Paul said to the Romans. "For 
as we have many members in one body, and all members 
have not the same office" (12:4, KJV). All Christians have 
an office, but not the same office. All Christians have a 
talent, but not all have the same talent. Paul goes on to list 
a variety of spiritual gifts possessed by brethren. The RSV 
says, ''For as in one body we have many members, and all 
the members do not have the same function'"’. NEB: "For 
just as in a single human body there are many limbs and 
organs, all with different functions*’. Therefore a man's 
office is his "function" his "work'' as a member of the body 
of Christ. Paul had no reference whatever to an official 
position in the hierarchial structure of the church in! Tim- 
othy 3:1. The NEB probably comes closest to rendering the 
verse correctly. "There is a popular saying, 'to aspire to 
leadership is an honourable ambition'''. One who has the 
ability to lead does an honourable thing if he “aspires to 
exercise his talent to oversee" the flock. "Bishop" is a 
functional word and refers to a "work" rather than a person. 
Even though the “older men" in the congregation are usually 
the ones more qualified to oversee, it should be noted that 
there is no mention of any class (age) of brethren in this 
passage. Therefore, episkopos (bishop) is not the title of an 
ecclesiastical position or person within the church, but a de- 
scription of the kind of "work" that should be done by "older 
men." 


The maintaining of order in God's community is a simple 
thing to comprehend once we clear away the years of accum- 
ulated tradition and prejudice. Christianity is a voluntary 
religion. Brethren must follow their leaders voluntarily and 
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they cannot be driven. Sheep will follow the shepherd when 
they come to know and trust him. They don't have to be told 
to follow the one who is leading them. They instinctively 
know, based on past experience, that their leader is leading 
them in the right direction. So it is with us in the church. 
An older brother in the church who has set an example of 
faith and love, and has shown wisdom and knowledge, does 
not have to demand that the members obey his commands. 
They will do it willingly, even instinctively, because they 
know that the older person has been where they are going. 
This is how the church is "ruled", by him who has perform- 
ed the greater service, whose example of faith inspires the 
younger members of the congregation to walk as the "older" 
men walk. It should be mentioned that the "older women" in 
the church lead the younger women in the same way as older 
men lead the younger. Both of them are the greatest slaves 
in God's family on earth. (to be continued) 
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EDITORIAL: CONCERNING "AUTHORITY" 


In the last issue we examined a number of Greek words 
and their meanings along with supposedly English equivalents 
to show how far we have departed from the original—due in 
part to the influence of King James. Words such as ekklesia 
(church), presbuteros (elder), episkopos (Bishop), hegeomai 
(rule), and others, were in ancient times common, everyday 
household words which since then have been given a technical 
meaning that was never intended—and some just plain mis- 
translated (ekklesia - church). We have made Greek adjec- 
tives (older) English nouns (Elders). We have taken func- 
tional words (overseers) and made them titles of positions 
(Bishops). We have made "office" a place where "officials" 
preside over the congregation, when actually the word means 
nothing more than "function" or ''work''. We have ordained 
certain ones to "rule'' over us, just like the Israelites who 
appointed themselves a king to rule over them, contrary to 
the approval of God. 


Robert Banks, author of "Paul's Idea of Community", has 
done considerable research into first century community life 
among Christians. He summarizes his study in this manner: 


Surveying these passages as a whole, we conclude 
that the varied and imprecise terminology used by 
Paul, its comparatively infrequent and unemphatic 
occurence in his letters, and the thrust of the re- 
marks that qualify them, all confirm the view that 
formal positions within the communities are no- 
where in mind... We cannot say, then, that Paul's 
communities were hierarchial in structure. He did 
not vest authority in one man, or ina group of men, 
over the remaining members who merely had to 
receive and submit. On the other hand, his com- 
munities were not egalitarian either. He did not 
vest authority in all equally nor did his communi- 
ties elect or call certain people to act on their 
behalf in some democratic fashion. Paul's com- 
munities were instead theocratic in structure. 
Because God gave to each individual within the 
community some contribution for its welfare, there 
is a strong democratic note — everyone participates 
authoritatively in its activities. Because the Spirit 
distributes his gifts and advantages unequally, so 
that some have more to contribute than others, 
there is also an element of differentiation. But 
(turn to bottom of page 157) 
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THE STRONG AND WEAK 














W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


The fourteenth chapter of the letter to the Romans provides 
a powerful antidote for quarrels and strife. It is a divine 
prescription to tell us how to get along with those brethren 
with whom we cannot agree. Properly understood and dili- 
gently applied it would eliminate most problems and disputes 
among brethren. It postulates that there are two kinds of 
brethren in the faith - the weak and the strong. They are 
not always the same. Sometimes one who is strong on one 
matter will be weak on another, and vice versa. 


‘Him that is weak in the faith, receive ye." There is a 
difference between being weak in faith and weak in the faith. 
The man who is ‘tweak in the faith'’ may be quite thoroughly 
convinced of all the facts concerning Jesus, but being a shy, 
reluctant or frightened attitude he is not as sure that he is 
able to distinguish all that is involved in the choices or 
options that are his. He realizes that he has been set free 
but he is not sure of just how free, or from what. The 
apostle who wrote this is not concerned about straightening 
out all of the points of controversy. He is only interested in 
our receiving each other regardless of those matters. 


He is also anxious that we receive a brother for the right 
purpose. And that is not to argue with him about his doubts. 
It is not to dispute with him about matters which pertain to 
his personal conscience. We should never take the position, 
“Let the contrary rascal come on in and we'll straighten him 
out on the issues, or die trying."*' Even the Holy Roman 
Empire had to abandon the rack and thumb-screw because of 
their ineffectiveness. This scriptural section closes with 
the calm advice to "receive one another, as Christ also 
received us, to the glory of God" (15:7). 


It is evident that Christ received us before we had every - 
thing all sorted out. Most of us still do not know which keg 
to throw some things in. Occasionally we take something 
out of one and put it in the other, or lay it on the shelf until 
we decide where it belongs. It is not necessary that we 
know where every thing belongs, if we really belong to 
Christ. Faith is a relationship to a person and not a re- 
arrangement of things. Have you watched a little child 
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abandon a bunch of toys scattered over the floor and run to 
the safety of its mother's arms? We have been fighting over 
mental toys for years and ignoring the Christ who received 
us. No wonder we missed the glory unto which we were 
called. 


The fact is that all of us make changes in our attitudes as 
we sharpen our own sense of right and wrong, and grow up. 
For instance I was reared to believe that anything which 
even looked like a movie was sinful. Now I hope that I can 
distinguish between the harmful and educational ones. When 
I was a lad Sunday was a "holy day". It was one of the 
dreariest days of the week. Children looked forward to it 
with dread and foreboding. It was a day to which we were 
sentenced because of our unrestrained joy during the six 
days preceding it. We couldn't even play with the dog with- 
out being told to ''Stop that!'"' We envied the little kids who 
were fortunate enough to have parents who were infidels. I 
no longer hold to that view since, in Christ, there are no 
holy days, holy places or holy things—only holy people. 


I have a translation of Romans 14:1 which reads, ‘Welcome 


him who is weak but not to argue about his scruples."" I like 
that. 


The word scruples is from scrupulus, a little pebble in the 
shoe. Have you ever seen anyone trying to walk with a small 
rock in his boot? He goes limping along, and finds it diffi- 
cult to keep up with the crowd. The apostle is simply urging 
that we have no right to wrestle him to the ground, remove 
his boot by forcé and skake the pebble out of it. He might 
prefer to walk with a rock in his brogans, regarding it as a 
part of the price one has to pay for following the Lord in the 
twentieth century. There are self made martyrs. 


I admit to having some trouble implementing the instruc - 
tion given in Romans 14:1. My problem is I cannot find any- 
one who admits to being weak. All of them think iam. Take 
any of the modern issues about which we quibble — Sunday 
school classes, one cup, instrumental music. You can add 
to the list all of the matters which are problems in your 
area. There will probably be a hundred or so, more or 
less. Qne thing we do not lack in these days are toys! But 
if you even mention these, its advocate is all over you like a 
setting hen on a marauding tomcat. And do not tell him that 
you are trying to treat him as a weak brother ! 


The items of division have changed since Paul wrote. 
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Then, the strong man believed he could eat all things. He 
saw no need to “abstain from meats which God has created 
to be received with thanksgiving."' He backed off from noth- 
ing! He did not eat everything, but he believed he could. 
Nothing was ceremonially unclean or forbidden to him. That 
was before the white-coated experts in laboratories warned 
against the consumptian of red meats. Now the one who ate 
meats would have to head for Long John Silver's. 


Meanwhile, the man who was weak ate only vegetables. I 
know some who still do. But they do not think of themselves 
as being weak. They regard themselves as the strongest 
people in the community as they munch their asparagus tips 
and raw carrots. They look forward to entering the glory 
waving a bunch of celery. They do not "bug" me except 
by their reproachful glances as I crunch my Wendy's ham- 
burger, slathered with mustard, pickle and onion. 


Just as there are meat-eaters and herb-eaters, so there 
are generally two ways of treating those who differ. The 
tendency is for those who eat meats to despise those who 
cannot, and for those who cannot eat meats to sit in judgment 
upon those who do. In our days those who eat call the other 
hobbyists. Those who do not call the others sectarians. A 
sectarian is one who does something we oppose. A hobbyist 
is one who opposes something we do. This is invariably true. 


It guarantees that each of us will have a string of sec- 
tarians leading us and a string of hobbyists following us. 
The more educated among us Call these last "extremists." 
They have outgrown the "hobbyist." 


This operates to keep us at the same degree of knowledge 
(or ignorance) all of the time. All of us are scared out of 
our wits by our brethren. We are afraid of being despised 
by some and of being judged by others. We would rather be 
shot at sunrise than preached to at sunset. It is only when 
you get as old as I am that you are truly free. By that time 
you have outlived most of your critics and the others are all 
senile. You can readily agree by that time that whether a 
man majors in pork chops or specializes in vegetable soup 
that "God has received him."" You can also eat what you 
like — when you are by yourself. 


The same thing holds true for instrumental music, classes, 
colleges, and all the rest of the motely group of things which 
have been sanctified by generations of argument. It is a 
great relief to realize that brotherhood is based upon a 
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common Fatherhood and not upon the same degree of diges- 
tion. And it saves a lot of time snooping around to see 
whether one has ham cooked in his turnip greens when we 
realize that God receives all kinds of eaters. Many a man 
has missed his own dinner by being too concerned about what 
others ate —or played, or taught, or advocated in class. It 
would really be a tragedy if we missed dinner over here and 
heaven over there by messing around where we had no 
business. 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


1 — THE ELDER'S SHIP — 


T. WILLIAM DANIEL Part 2 


OV ERSEEING 

The verb form of the word which is translated ‘'overseer" 
is episkopeo, which means "to visit," or "to care for," or 
"to look after, ''and is presented as a duty of every Chris- 
tian: 


Then the King will say to those on his right, "come, 
you who are blessed by my Father; take your in- 
heritance, ... For... I was sick and you looked 
after me” (Mat. 25:34-46). 


Religion that God our Father accepts as pure and 
faultless is this: to look after orphans and widows 
in their distress and to keep oneself from being 
polluted by the world (James 1:27). 


Make every effort to live in peace with all men and 
to be holy; without holiness no one wiilsee the Lord. 
See to it that no one misses the grace of God and 
that no bitter root grows up to cause trouble and 
defile many (Heb. 12:14-15). 


Although those who have reached a certain stage of 
maturity in Christ are called ‘‘overseers", we must all 
"look after’ each other and "'see to it’ that each other's 
spiritual needs are met. We are all our brother's keeper. 
Thus, we must all do the work of "'overseeing. "' 


Because of their maturity and spiritual qualities overseers 
are given special charge to care for the spiritual] needs of 
others. But looking out for the spiritual welfare of others 
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is not the exclusive prerogative of overseers. The only 
difference is one of degree. To whom much is given, much 
will be required (Luke 12:48). 


The primary work of an overseer is to look out for the 
welfare of other Christians. The only possible way for him 
to do this is to be personally involved in the lives of the 
people. He must personally visit those under his care so 
he can know them and their problems. This is a personal 
responsibility. It is impossible to do it from a conference 
room behind closed doors. 


SHEPHERDING AND TEACHING: 


"It was he who gave some to be... pastor-teachers" (Eph. 
4:11). Weare all familiar with the picture Jesus painted of 
the true nature of a shepherd (pastor) in John 10:1-18. The 
sheep hear his voice and follow. There is no coersion here. 
This is joyful, voluntary submission to one that they know 
and trust. "Feeding the flock" implies a clear teaching 
relationship to the whole flock. This is why an overseer 
must be an able teacher {I Tim. 3:2). 


This function can no more be fulfilled by proxy than one 
can be a Christian by proxy. [ cannot hire someone to be 
baptized for me. I cannot hire someone to take the Lord's 
Supper for me. Anda teacher cannot hire someone to fulfill 
his teaching responsibility for him. A pastor is a teacher. 
No one is a teacher who does not teach. 


We have rightly objected to any tendency to reserve the 
title of "pastor"'to a single individual. But we have reserved 
the role of pastor to a single individual just as much as any 
denomination. Most congregations of the Churches of Christ 
have only one individual who has any clear teaching role to 
the whole flock at that place. The irony is that the one who 
is actually doing the work is denied the title! The ones we 
call shepherds are much too busy with "elders’ meetings" 
to prepare themselves to teach. 


Shepherds are given the responsibility to protect the flock 
from the "savage wolves" (Acts 20:29), They do this by 
teaching. Paul told Titus that the elder "must hold firmly to 
the trustworthy message as it has been taught, so that he 
can encourage others by sound doctrine and refute those who 
oppose it" (Titus 1:9). Notice that they "silence” the de- 
ceivers by refuting their message. An elder must be a 
skilled teacher whose words are convincing. This is the 
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only true way to protect the flock. How the Lord's church 
needs men iike this! 


But even more important than this is the admonition to 
“encourage others by sound teaching" (Titus 1:9). The 
sheep need to hear the shepherd's voice. They need to know 
the voice of the one who loves them and encourages them. 
They need to learn to trust him as one who cares about them 
and will "look after'' their needs as a true overseer. Elders 
need to know for healthy teaching (sound doctrine). 


SUBMIT YOURSELVES: 


In Jesus we are all ministers (servants). We should all 
have care and concern for one another, and we should "sub- 
mit to one another out of reverence for Christ" (Eph. 5:21). 


Submitting to one another means that we should let our 
own selfish interests give way to the needs and ministries of 
ovr brothers and sisters in Christ. We no longer live to 
ourselves alone, but as members of the same family. IE 
seems giving heed to the instruction of those who are able 
teachers, cooperating with those who are gifted administra- 
tors, and helping to lift the one who has fallen. It is the 
lesson that Jesus taught when he washed the disciples’ feet 
(John 13:1-17). 


We submit to elders by listening to their teaching and 
giving heed to their persuasion. We allow them to get to 
know uS as we really are. We let them get involved in our 
lives. We give note to their example and follow it to the 
extent that it is a reflection of Jesus. We gladly follow 
those who are truly out front taking the lead. 


P.O. Box 103, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 
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GOD'S SILENCE 


(A REBUTTAL) 
By Billy Duncan 


In the May and June (1986) issues of Ensign Ray Downen 
had a two-part series on When Has God Been Silent?" 
Somehow he objects to the teaching of some with respect to 
the silence of the scriptures. He uses two phrases to refer 
to that to which he objects -"'‘authority of silence’ theory" 
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and "law of silence.'' It may be that he objects to the use of 
the words “authority"’ and "law" in this connection, but it 
seems that it is to the teaching that the silence of the scrip- 
tures is of importance with respect to authority. 


He does not argue that God has never been silent, as one 
might think from the title. "But God's silence comes into 
play when He actuaily has not spoken on any particular sub- 
ject'' (page 87). "The respect I give God's silence is to 
understand that His silence is not the same as His prohibi- 
tion’ (page 103). ''We should respect God's silence by 
refusing to make laws where he has made none" (page 105). 


Belief that there is "scriptural principle" involved re- 
specting the silence of God's scriptures on a particular 
subject and the lack of authority for that matter seems to be 
attributed to Reuel Lemmons, Tom Warren and Bill Humble. 
And it would appear that it is denied that Alexander Campbell 
held such a view for he is Quoted to have called "such Jug- 
glers ‘textual scrap -doctors'” (page 85). But since his 
father, Thomas Campbell, did hold such a view, Alewander 
may have, also. 


But what is important is that the scriptures do teach such 
a view, and Paul expressed it in Hebrews 7:13, 14. It does 
not take any "brewing" nor "juggling'' to determine this. 


Mr. Downen says ''The respect I give God's silence is to 
understand that His silence is not the same as His prohibi- 
tion. To exactly define the difference may be beyond my 
powers, but to realize that there is a difference is well 
within the scope of my ability" (page 103-104). Perhaps a 
little effort on his part in trying to determine the differences 
would have shown him the importance of God's silence on 
matters. 


Likely he would also have found that ability is not the 
problem. I would think that no one would like to feel that he 
is being talked down to. For while I can (with difficulty) 
keep guard of my heart, I can do little to affect my innate 
ability. To belittle my use of Hebrews 7:14, and to question 
that ''spake nothing" has to do with silence - these do not 
contribute to the discussion. I shall have more to say about 
Hebrews 7:14 later, but first I want to look at authority and 
silence. 


It is generally accepted that the Bible teaches by (1) a 
direct statement or command, (2) an approved apostolic 
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example, or (3) a necessary inference. It ought to be appar- 
ent that this is true of all teaching. A concept may be stated 
outright, or it may be demonstrated, or it may be neces- 
sarily implied from what is stated or demonstrated. That 
the Bible authorizes by what it teaches, I would think, is 
without question. And it should be just as clear that in- 
herent in a command is the authority for whatever is essen- 
tial to carry out the command, and these are authorized 
without having to be specifically mentioned or itemized. To 
carry out the command to sing requires things not specified 
but not accompaniment. 


I am not sure, however, that everyone recognizes that we 
are to do that, and only that, which the Lord authorizes in 
religion. But that this principle is taught in the Bible, Iam 
confident. Weare taught to abide in the doctrine of Christ 
(II John 9), and that whatsoever we do in word or deed is to 
be done in the name of, or by the authority of, Christ (Col. 
3:17). Other scriptures that bear on this matter include 
Colossians 2:18-23; Proverbs 30:6; Deuteronomy 4:2; Reve- 
lation 22:18, and the other references discussed below. A 
study of the Bible on the subject of authority will make it 
clear that God never intended to. give a detailed list of pro- 
hibitions, but that the silence of the scriptures is to be 
respected, as we shall show. Neither did he give a detailed 
list of specifics concerning every command. Some specifics 
are detailed. We must respect these. But we must always 
respect His authority, and do what he says, and only that. 
We are not to do those things about which He is silent—about 
which He "spake nothing." 


And now to a few of the passages that bear on the teaching 
of God's word relative to the silence of God in His word. 


lL Peter 4:11: "If any man speak, let him speak as the 
oracles of God.'' When one proposes to commend or approve 
a teaching or practice in religion he must be certain that 
God's word teaches the doctrine or authorizes the practice. 
Otherwise, he should be silent as to teaching the doctrine or 
advocating the practice. A gospel preacher must be able to 
show God's authority for anything (every thing) he teaches or 
practices (I Pet. 3:15), and he must oppose any teaching or 
practice that is not authorized in the Bible (I Cor. 4:6; II 
Cor. 10:4-6; I Cor. 14:37}. 


Hebrews 7:13-i4: "For he of whom these things are spoken 
pertaineth to another tribe, of which no man gave attendance 
at the altar. For it is evident that our Lord sprang out of 
Judah; of which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning priest- 
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hood:'' Now whatever may be the truth about the "remote 
context and purpose of the entire letter, and the proximate 
context of the chapter" (page 86), the words "spake nothing" 
have meaning. And that meaning is that under the law of 
Moses there is no authority for one from the tribe of Judah 
to be priest because Moses "spake nothing" to authorize 
such. He is silent about it - God is silent about it - in the 
law of Moses. 


To charge that to use Hebrews 7:14 in this matter is 
"arbitrary", to call Paul's use of these words in his argu- 
ment a "thin filament'', to claim trouble in understanding 
these words to be the reason for using this passage on 
silence, so as to be "forced to the conclusion" that these 
must be the words - all these do not obviate or obfuscate the 
force and clarity of Paul's argument. The passage does not 
have to be "brewed together to make the heady tea" (page 85) 
that spoils the appetite of some. 


Paul's argument is clear and it is forceful. He asserts in 
verse 13 that Christ pertains to another tribe of which no 
man gave attendance at the latar, and in verse 14 gives the 
reason - He was of the tribe of Judah, and Moses gave no 
authority for the tribe of Judah being in the priesthood - he 
“spake nothing" to authorize such. 


Whatever else may be said about the priesthood of Jesus 
with respect to the law of Moses, the point Paul makes in 
Hebrews 17:14 is that those in the tribe of Judah did not attend 
to the altar because Moses "spake nothing" of the tribe of 
Judah concernif? priesthood. Paul's argument in Hebrews 
7:14 is on what was not said! One may not like it, and one 
may quibble and ask: ''Was Christ not a priest under the law 
merely because Moses spake nothing of the tribe of Judah" 
concerning priesthood? Paul did not use the word "merely." 
Why insert that word in the question? Paul did not say 
"merely"' - but he did say that the fact that Moses "Spake 
nothing"' authorizing priests from Judah prevented their 
giving attendance at the old testament altar. 


No, it was not because of what God said of Aaron, but 
because of the fact that the tribe of Judah was not authorized 
to attend the altar - Moses "spake nothing" of Judah concern- 
ing priesthood. Nor did Uzziah nor Uzzah learn the lesson 
suggested. For had God authorized (as He did authorize 
another Passover day under the conditions in Numbers 9:2- 
13) an offering by Uzziah, or the carrying of the ark by cart 
and the touching of it by the attendants from any tribe, such 
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would have been accepted. But God did not so authorize—He 
"spake nothing" to authorize it, but was silent on it. 


Leviticus 10:1: ‘And Nadab and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, 
took either of them his censer, and put fire therein, and 
offered strange fire before the Lord, which he commanded 
them not." Leviticus 6:12,13 and 16:12, 13 gave authority for 
using the fire from the altar. Jt was not necessary to detail 
a list of places from which fire would be prohibited ~ they 
had no authority for the use of this other fire. God had not 
authorized it —He spake nothing to authorize it — "which he 
commanded them not." 


I Chronicles 15:2: "Then David said, None ought to carry 
the ark of God but the Levites: for them hath the Lord chosen 
to carry the ark of God, and to minister unto him for ever." 
Since God had commanded the Levites to do this, and had not 
authorized any one else to do it, David recognized that none 
other ought to do it and that in this and with regard to the 
use of staves, they had "sought him not afte’ the que order" 
(I Chron. 15:2, 13). 


Numbers 9:1-13; Leviticus 23:5-8: The fourteenth day of 
the first month at even was the Lord's Passover. Of this 
there was no doubt, so they kept it then (Num. 9:5). That is, 
except for certain men who could not because of unclean- 
ness. The law was clear, and unless God should grant them 
another time, they could not keep the Passover that year. 
Numbers 9:8 —''And Moses said unto them, Stand still, and 
I witl hear what the Lord will command concerning you." 
Had God not authorized another time, that silence as to 
another time would have prohibited their observance that 
year. What God had said before was not what prohibited it. 
It was the fact that they had no authority for another day. 
God granted them a day in authorizing the fourteenth day of 
the second month at even. 





While there is a difference in an expressed specific pro- 
hibition and a prohibition because of silence (lack of author- 
ity) as one can see from Psalms 19, we don't want to find 
ourselves offenders in either sense. 


Conclusion: Jt is not a question of specifics —whether a 
thing is specifically mentioned — but of authority, which we 
need for every thing we do in religion. All the talk about 
"every little detail to be ritually kept" from a "meticulous 
pattern" (page 84) does not pertain to this issue, and has the 
effect of a beating of the air after a straw man. God is not 
silent about the Lord's Day meeting at 10 A.M. on Sunday 
morning. This is authorized without the time being mention- 
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ed. Bible teaching authorizes meeting on the first day of 
the week, and this necessitates an hour which we must 
choose. But the use of mechanical instruments of music in 
such assemblies is not authorized —God has not authorized 
such, but has been silent on it, ''spake nothing" concerning 
such, He "commanded them not." 


Singing in worship is authorized {it is specifically men- 
tioned), and whatever is necessary to singing is authorized 
(though not specifically mentioned), but the counting of beads 
in worship is not authorized —the Bible is silent on it. There 
is no specific prohibition against it. God commanded them 
not, spake nothing to authorize the counting of beads in 
worship, but is silent on the matter. The counting of beads 
in worship is not prohibited by the command to sing in 
worship. Nor does the command to sing in worship prohibit 
prayer in worship. Prayer is authorized — God is not silent 
on it. The counting of beads is worship is prohibited —God 
is silent on it. 


We are required to have authority for what we do. This 
means that God must have spoken on the matter. Preachers 
used to understand the import of Hebrews 1:1,2. This does 
not demand a detailed itemization of specifics. God's 
authority may be generic. But a thing must be authorized to 
be scriptural. Had God demanded music in worship it would 
be folly to object to the use of mechanical instruments of 
music in worship. But they are without authority. We dare 
not authorize something that God has not authorized. A 
preacher of the gospel cannot speak as the oracles of God 
and approve the use of mechanical instruments of music in 
worship. In any practice or doctrine that "God commanded 
them not’ and "spake nothing’ to authorize, the man of God 
must be silent as to teaching, condoning, or approving such, 
but must oppose it. 


2212 Sullivan Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35810 


Editor’s Note: There will be no response to bro. Duncan's 
rebuttal in this issue. In future issues of Ensign we plan to 
include a series of articles dealing with the principles of 
authority, what God has authorized, His plan for corporate 
worship, and the various "acts" of worship, which will cover 
most of what bro. Duncan has said in his rebuttal. However, 
if bro. Downen chooses to respond to bro. Duncan we will 
print what he has to say. 
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_ ON HOLDING GRUDGES 


CHARLES E. GEISER 


"An unresolved anger or negative feeling toward someone 
you believe has offended or hurt your feelings" (under 
"“srudge’ and Webster adds "malice" as a synonym). I 
wonder how much of this goes on in the church of Jesus 
Christ? Only the Lord knows I suppose. But if it continues 
it is said that it can have psychosomatic results somewhere 
down the road of life—mental conditions, backaches, head- 
aches, bodily stress, even chest pains (so I have read). 


Paul wrote the Philippians about what to think about, 
"Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are true, whatsoever 
things are nonest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever 
things are pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever 
things are of good report; if there be any virtue, and if there 
be any praise, THINK ON THESE THINGS" (4:8; and see 
verse 9 alse). But someone says "No one is going to tell 
me how to think." And that is one of our problems—PRIDE. 
God has told Christians about their "thinking" and it is the 
best cure or principle for our emotions there is anywhere. 
Imagine if all saints would really "think’’ about what Paul 
has said to "think"’ about) And surely the grudges of our 
pasts would be gone also. They can damage our relation- 
ships now and thus affect our futures and holding grudges 
just make a life one pile of garbage, if I may be so vulgar! 
They are something like gospel meetings—we ought to "let 
them go" instead of "holding" them. 


ON PURE HEARTS 


‘‘Now the end of the commandment is charity (love) out of 
a pure heart, and of a good conscience, and of faith un- 
feigned" (I Tim. 1:5). Love out of a pure heart IS THE WILL 
OF GOD AND THERE IS NO ROOM FOR GRUDGE HOLDING 
THERE! "... Love one another with a pure heart fervently" 
(I Pet. 1:22). No room for holding a grudge there either. 
Back to Paul again then, ‘flee youthful lusts: but follow 
righteousness, faith charity, peace, with them that call on 
the Lord OUT OF A PURE HEART" {II Tim. 2:22). Even 
the young in the faith are not permitted impure hearts. 
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ONE ANSWER TO THE PROBLEM 


"Moreover if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go 
and tell him his fault between thee and him alone: if he shall 
hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother" (Mat. 18:15). Here 
is where the courage comes in—when will we learn that this 
is the prime way of removing grudges from the heart and 
minds of Christians? We dodge each other, avoid one 
another, give cold shoulders like it was "sale day*' at the 
meat market, and all because we do not have the mature, 
spiritual virtue of approaching a brother about hurt feelings. 


There is no room in the Christian life for harboring ill- 
feelings toward a brother or sister in Christ. You may 
disagree to the high heavens but that is no license to men- 
tally and emotionally contain negative feelings about a fellcw 
saint. As a matter of fact, both Peter and Paul by the 
Spirit maintain that "ABOVE ALL THINGS" love is the order 
of the day among children of God (Col. 3:14; I Pet. 3:8; 4:8). 
Brother ly love and grudge-holding are antithetical Biblically 
no matter how one slices relationships. Any Christian who 
has not made effort to resolve a conflict within the body of 
Christ can never (I refrain from superlatives but I have to 
try one here) be kinetically or potentiaHy what Christ would 
have him be. We have liberty in Christ, but not as an 
occasion to the flesh, BUT BY LOVE SERVE ONE ANOTHER 
(Gal. 5:13). "LET BROTHERLY LOVE CONTINUE" (Heb. 
13:1), and I do not mean at the expense of Bible principles 
either. But it must stop somewhere, and so if it is with me 
first, let it be. Freedom to act and behave as a Christian 
with all the expedients and Bible morays at hand is all gone 
when a Christian is holding ill-emotions as a member of 
the kingdom of God. 


SOME "BAGGAGE" ON THE "GRUDGE TRAIN" 


With most things in life, there is always some extra 
things that go along with certain major components. With 
holding a grudge, there is no difference in this area. The 
following list might give some more insight into attitudes 
around harboring hatred for someone that has not been 
worked out. 


1. The GH (grudge-holder henceforth ) has a low toler - 
ance for others, and especially for the ones the grudges are 
being held for in life. If one came around to the Spirit's 
way of thinking, this would all evaporate. “Eet nothing be 
done through strife or vainglory; but in lowliness of mind 


155 
(15) 


let each esteem others better than themselves" (Phil. 2:3). 
We are not in "lowJiness of mind" enough and then we get an 
opportunity to hold or mentally contain this negative concept 
of another and we do it. We're back to that old bad trait 
called pride again it seems. We think too highly of our- 
selves and the result? Holding a grudge (see Rom. 12:3). 
Our flesh wants to think we are equal to others for a con- 
tinued ego trip through life but Paul said (as quoted}, 
“esteem (consider) others BETTER THAN" yourself! 


2. Feeling sorry for oneself also contributes to harboring 
a grudge. We have our own "pity-party"™ and try to justify 
our having these bad feelings toward someone maybe even 
in the church, but it cuts us downto not much more thana 
street personality. 


3. GH’s also are very good at being critical of others. 
They oaften relish it, anticipating the time when they can 
grasp this antagonistic disposition towards someone and 
live out this pasty, nasty, foul feeling that fills them Over 
some incident. Watch the critics—many are masters at 
holding a grudge; the two appear to hold hands well in life. 


4. GH break backs when held. And one good reason they 
have had such an excellent hold among saints is because we 
have been traditionally taught to see Biblically in “black and 
white"’. Many leaders of the nowadays conservative church-~ 
es of Christ have no "gray" or "color" in their outlook on 
spiritua] things. If it is not black or white theologically, if 
it is not cut exactly straight (and what the Greek, grammar, 
culture, or history may say about it), then it has to be 
faise. Grudge‘holders are like this—black and white just 
like our TV's in the fifties or out the window it goes. Ignor- 
ance does not matter, humility does not enter in, there is 
nothing different or “hard to be understood" (1 Pet. 3:16), 
just black and white. Well, this mind-set is excellent 
ground for holding a grudge. Just go to one of our "down 
south" lectureships and you can almost smell it in the air. 
Cross paths on some subject early in the lectureship with a 
fellow gospel preacher and see how he acts the other three 
days there with you. To be a GH is to sap one's strength 
for work and service in the kingdom, the enthusiasm is 
gone for remembering the time that someone said... 


ULTIMATELY FROM GH - VENGEANCE 


We either will do it along the way of life or save it up for 
sometime when we can "really get back.'" Romans 12:17-21 
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says something directly to this but do we heed it? Not too 
much. Evil for evil? Not according to God. Good for evil 
is what the Bible says. Vengeance belongs to whom? Is 
there any way we can remember it? Do we harbor bad 
feelings toward our enemies or do we give them drink, food, 
and love them (Rom. 12:19,20; Mat. 5:44)? Read I Corin- 
thians 12:18-27 sometime and see the member -body collation. 
Where is the "preferring one another" in the body of Christ 
today (Rom. 12:10)? We hurt when others hurt, we laugh 
when others laugh, we weep when others weep, but we 
certainly are not permitted to hold grudges as being “one of 
another" (Rom. 12:4, 5). 


Being a GH is finally (but not least) schismatic and divi- 
sion - causing to the church of God. It is one of several 
abominations not appreciated by the Lord (Prov. 6:16ff). I 
would never want to be guilty of causing separations and 
chaos inGod's assembly but we do not have to sow unbiblical 
teachings to do it—just hold a nice, pudgy, gross negative 
feeling towards someone "for whom Christ died," and you 
are well on your way to being someone who is dividing the 
kingdom of Christ. These things ought nottobe. The local 
family of God can APPEAR to be harmonious and friendly , 
yet all the while dozens of grudges are contained in the 
hearts of those “up front'’ or in the pews (it matters not), 
and the body is thus cut asunder with no growth or spiritu- 
ality existing. Let us pray that we do not take life so serious 
that we expunge ourselves right out of heaven itself by 
“holding a grudge."’ God forgive us in our weakmesses and 
pettinesses in life. We stare at "snapshots" and miss the 
beautiful “big picture’ of the death, burial, and resurrec- 
tion of Christ. What a pity! 


P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 


EDITORIAL - from page 142 


neither of these tendencies is given a formal 
structure (William B. Eerdmans Pub. Co. Grand 
Rapids, Michigan. p. 150). 


The exercising of one's spiritual gift is his "office'’, his 
"work" within the Christian community. Some spiritual 
gifts are more important than others because they contri- 
bute more to the welfare of the community. In I Corinth- 
ians 12, Paul likened the church to a physical body, a body 
having many members with each having a different function. 
Some of the body's organs were more important than others 
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even though all were necessary. But notice in the analogy 
that Paul did not set one body "organ" over all other organs! 
That which is over al! body organs is the head. This means 
that in the church there is no man or group of men who have 
been set over all the other members. If so, then Paul used 
the wrong illustration. Each person in God's community who 
possesses a spiritual gift has the ‘"authority''to exercise that 
gift. This is the total extent of one's authority in the church. 
No one in the community of saints has authority over another 
person's gift. Older persons may encourage and even ad- 
monish others to exercise their talents, but they cannot 
command it through official decree. Such decree has already 
been issued, from the Head, who has been given all authority 
in heaven and earth. On the subject of authority, Banks says: 


Two statements both to troublesome communities, 
reveal the heart of Paul's attitude to his churches. 
“We do not lord it over your faith", he tells the 
Corinthians, ‘we work with you for your joy" (2 
Cor. 1:24). The apostle, for all his divine call, 
diverse gifts and founding labours, does not set 
himself in ahierarchial position above his commun- 
ities or act in anauthoritarian manner toward them. 
He refuses to do this since Christ, not he, is their 
master (4:5). As one subject to Christ himself, he 
Stands with them in all that he does. That is why 
he talks elsewhere of his belonging to the church, 
not of the church belonging to him. He does not 
issue his approvals, encouragements, instructions, 
warnings and censures as one who sits in isolation 
from the community but as one who Stands within it, 
surrounded by all the gifts and ministries the Spirit 
has granted the other members (op. cit. p. 179). 


So not even the great apostle Paul claimed the kind of power 
that is claimed by our contemporary elders. 


The solution to our elder problem is not an easy one to 
carry out. [tis simple to figure out but not an easy one to 
perform. Our "elected officials'' today are caught in the 
Same trap as those first century scribes and Pharisees who 
were enslaved to the system of their day. They were faced 
with the choice of confessing Jesus to be the Christ and 
losing their "seats in the synagogue". In both cases, the 
love of position and prestige was too much to surrender. It 
is not so much the fault of our elders {they are not bad men) 
as it is the system in which they have become enslaved. 





One of the simple solutions to the problem of "ruling" 


elders is this: Don't appoint them! That's right, don't 
appoint them! It is not always necessary to "install" elders 
in every congregation. Notice that Paul left Titus in Crete 
"to set in order the things that were wanting" (Titus 1:5). In 
a congregation where all members are exercising their 
special talents there is no need to appoint elders to do what 
is already being done. The older man or men who would 
normally be appointed to "serve" are already elders whether 
appointed or not. Not only that, they are already serving or 
else they wouldn't be considered "quatified"’. And if he is 
already doing the work why the need to ''appoint"’ him? What 
more could he do if appointed ? 


It is only within congregations having special problems — 
where the work of the church is not being done — that there 
is a need to assign those who are "leading the van" in exam- 
ple to oversee the work of the congregation, "to set things 
in order."' The church in Jerusalem did not appoint deacons 
until a special problem arose (caring for negiected widows) 
(Acts 6:1-6). Many of our present-day congregations existed 
for years in peace and harmony without having officially 
appointed elders. But the day came when they desired to be 
like the churches around them and appointed some elders! 
The peace and harmony was soon shattered. Why? Were 
not those elected officials the same ones who had already 
proven their fitness? Were they not already exhibiting 
leadership? Were they not already leading the church by 
example? Yes, to all questions. But the difference is, you 
see, is that they were then RULERS of the church instead of 
leaders. They were then great men of AUTHORITY. They 
may not have even been aware that they had been leading the 
congregation by their good works, but being made elders 
made them aware that they had the "power" of their "office" 
to make the members do what they had been doing through 
the influence of a Godly life. Power corrupts! But Chris- 
tians, being human as we all are, don't take too kindly to 
"rulers'’. The congregation that has enjoyed peace and 
fellowship for years should leave well enough alone. The 
day they appoint elders is the day they set the time bomb 
ticking! It is only a matter of time before the brethren find 
themselves scattered in all directions. One congregation in 
our area, after having several bad experiences with elders, 
finally declared, "We'll never appoint elders again as long 
as ‘we live."' Appointing elders was not the problem, but 
appointing men who had a mistaken notion about what and 
who elders were and what they were supposed to do. 
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Congregations that have older men leading the brethren 
by the influence of their good works already have elders 
whether they realize it or not, and whether or not they have 
been officially appointed. An elder is not made an elder by 
appointment but by growing "older". David Lipscomb touch- 
ed on this problem in a Gospel Advocate article many years 
ago. The subject under discussion was whether elders grow 
up into the workof overseeing or whether they become over- 
seers by virtue of appointment. 


On some phases of these questions, we have doubts 
and difficulties. Some say they grow up into this 
work; others, they are elected and appointed to it 
by the church or its teachers... Churches were 
left without elections or appointments for a while — 
the work was placed before them, and then they 
were left, each one under the Bible, to develop his 
natural tastes and talents. After a while the teach- 
er went back to see if all the work was performed 
as it should be. If it was, I think no interference 
with work was ever proposed by election, appoint- 
ment, ordinatim or otherwise. If that work or any 
part of it, was neglected, they set in order the 
things wanting. That is they caused the church to 
select certain individuals whose character suited 
them for the work neglected, to do that work. ''They 
ordained Elders in every city,'’ means simply, they 
placed the Elders to the work to which they were 
adapted in qualities of mind and heart, giving each 
his proper position in the church. (1874, p. 294) 


— 
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EDITORIAL: CHRISTIANITY VERSUS "RELIGION" 


The word religion comes from the Latin word "religio" 
and at the time when Latin was spoken it meant the "rites 
and observances of a particular kind of worship." But in 
post-Reformation times it has come to mean ‘'a system of 
belief.'' These two meanings are quite different. All of us 
out of force of habit will continue to use the word inits latter 
sense, which is not all that bad, but it would help for the 
purpose of this article to understand it in its original sense. 


In the above sense Christianity is not a religion. Ovrs is 
not an ‘‘external"' approach to God as in the case of the Jews. 
The Jewish method of approaching God was through its 
"religion", by external observances of rituals, through its 
sacrifices, the keeping of dietary laws, observing days, 
circumcision, and temple worship. But with the advent of 
Jesus the outer form of worship came to an end. Religion 
is no longer the "'way'' to God. He is no longer to be sought 
through a system of works. All those things specified in the 
Jaw of ordinances foreshadowed the Messiah and the Messiah 
was now here, as he indicated to the woman at the well in 
John 4:20ff. The woman was explaining how that her fore- 
fathers (Samaritans) worshipped on "this mountain”, which 
was actually contrary to the law, for it was in Jerusalem 
that the Jews were to worship. But Jesus explained that the 
hour was coming when worship would not be restricted toa 
particular location, such as the temple, or any such struc- 
ture, because man himself is the temple of God (1 Cor. 6:19} 
Nor would God be worshipped with "men's hands" (Acts 17: 
25). "Therefore let no one pass judgment on you in questions 
of food and drink or with regard to a festival or a new moon 
or a sabbath. These are only a shadow of what is to come; 
but the substance belongs to Christ" (Col. 2:16,17). The 
Jews sought to gain an audience with God through the ob- 
servance of laws, "But the hour is coming and now is, when 
the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and in 
truth, for such the Father seeks to worship him. God is 
spirit, and those who worship him must worship in spirit 
and in truth" (John 4:23,24). Worshipping God in spirit and 
in truth is the abolishment of "religion". Worship is now 
"internal" not external. it is in the mind, the heart, the 
spirit. On Mount Sinai, Moses, after seeing the glory of 
God pass by him, ‘'made haste and bowed his head toward 
the earth and worshiped" (Ex. 34:8). If we could somehow 
grasp the state of the mind of Moses at that moment we 
would surely have a proper definition of worship in "spirit." 

(turn to back cover) 
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PEACE AND EDIFICATION 





W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


1 have been writing about the things mentioned in Romans 
14. Iam not wholly satisfied with my deductions, but I still 
believe in what the apostle said, despite my feebleness in 
applying the precepts. The twenty three verses composing 
the chapter, when properly grasped, will eliminate all 
stress and tension, and make possible for a congregation to 
live together in harmony and peace. The nineteenth verse 
urges us to pursue two kinds of things - those which make 
for peace and those which edify. 


When I feel under compulsion to harp about some view or 
opinion I am obligated to go beyond asking whether it is 
right. Obviously I will not advocate anything which I believe 
to be blatant error. But, even if I think it is correct I should 
ask myself if what I am prepared to say will contribute to 
the peace and edification of the saints. A great many things 
which may prove to be right will not contribute to the tran- 
quility and upbuilding of the assembly. To do the first they 
must not be contrary to the way others view them. To do 
the second they must be perceived as having some value ina 
positive way. They must contribute to growth and spiritual 
expansion. 


If they do not [ should not pursue them farther at the time. 
Circumstances may change. A more expeditious climate 
may be provided later. If not, they may die with me without 
doing me any harm. I have never known an idea to explode 
in a casket or to blow a hole ina sepulcher. If advocated 
they may cause the congregation to erupt with volcanic force. 
It may be ripped apart and smashed to smithereens. It may 
never recover. There are countless incidents which all of us 
can recall of the fragmentation of fellowship by injudicious 
use of things or advocacy of ideas which saints were not 
ready to accept. 


Years ago I knew an elder's wife who was a past master 
at making bratwurst, as people referred to sausage in the 
German community where she lived. She always took it to 
the basket dinners which were held periodically. It was 
downright delicious. But in the same congregation there 
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was an eccentric. He had never married. He was a con- 
firmed vegetarian. He carefully abstained from all meats. 
The sister, not content to feed those like myself, who en- 
joyed her smoked sausage sought to force it on the one who 
opposed meats. One day he got all of her teasing and 
cajoling he could take and slapped her. Before it was all 
over the congregation came unglued, people in the commun- 
ity took sides, and the day of spiritual growth was over and 
done. As one deacon, who was quite a punster put it, "It was 
the wurst thing that ever happened." 


No meat is good enough to destroy the work of God over. 
Not even extra crispy fried chicken by Colonel Sanders. And 
not even a beef roast cooked with potatoes and onions, sat- 
urated with rich brown gravy which generally trickles down 
your tie. Souls are worth a lot more than things which 
tickle the appetite or tempt the palate. The word of Godis 
not founded on dietary intake. It is dependent upon what you 
are and not upon what you eat. If a man wants to eat only 
Salads, and brag about them, that is his business, provided 


that he does not slap the hot dog covered with mustard out of 
my hand. 


Even things which are pure become evil when eaten with 
offence. It is not enough to rant and rave and argue that 
what you are eating is not impure. The real question is what 
your brother thinks of it. Your eating is to be regulated by 
his thinking. To put it another way, your consumption de- 
pends upon his presumption. Never mind the fact that he 
may be "flaky" in his thinking. He is your brother. And if 
you start eliminating all the flaky and screwy ones there 
might not be enoughleft to have a volleyball game at the next 
picnic. We might be sitting on the sidelines grumbling. 


"It is good neither to eat flesh, nor to drink wine, nor 
anything whereby thy brother stumbleth, or is offended, or 
is made weak."" This does not say "It is not good to drink 
wine.’’ Rather, it is good not to under certain circumstances. 
I am persuaded that the Word nowhere teaches that the use 
of wine as a beverage is a sin. Drinking to an excess is a 
sin. So is eating to the excess. That is the problem a lot of 
us have. I admit to being one of them. Nell, who hasn't 
gained three pounds since we were married 58 years ago, is 
my constant reminder that I have picked up about 60 pounds, 
an average of a pound per year in that time. I credit it to 
her cooking but, Jike most of my excuses with her, it doesn't 
get its wings flapping until it is shot down. 
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I like the fact that the apostle does not merely refer to 
eating meat or drinking wine as things to trip over and 
sprawl headlong on the turf. If he had stopped with those 
two a whole lot of folk would have considered they were 
justified, even if the whole yard was filled with brethren who 
fell over some of our actions. But Paul knew the tendency 
of men jike ourselves to make excuses for whet we wanted 
todo. So he injected the term “anything” and cut us off at 
the pass. This means that when we want to do anything we 
are obligated to look, not at the thing we want to do, but at 
the brother who may be capsized by it. If he will be caught 
in a snare because of it, we had better not do it. 


Eating meat provides temporary satisfaction. It crosses 
the tastebuds and leaves a momentary tingle of pleasure 
before it is swallowed and passes into the stomach to be 
broken down by the gastric juices. The resultant waste 
passes into the discard and is discharged from the body. 
There is nothing in the pleasure derived from the digestive 
system which can begin to compare with the reception of a 
brother. Meat is dead. It is headed for the garbage. Buta 
brother is alive. He may be saved to bloom eternally in the 
Garden of God. 


Wine is the work of man. The grape which originally pro- 
vides it was the work of God. It was made for use by man. 
But man must pluck the fruit, squeeze and mature it to make 
wine. A brother is the work of God. He is a part of the 
family of God. We should never destroy that family in order 
to indulge our craving for a beverage or for food which can 
only give momentary gratification to our senses. If we will 
cease to pamper our senses at the expense of the spiritual 
we will all be better off and the kingdom of God will prosper. 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


CAN YOU SLEEP WITH A CLEAR CONSCIENCE 
LIKE YOUR KIDS? 
J. D. SEGROVES 


"Except ye be converted and become as little children, ye 
shall not enter the Kingdom of Heaven" (Mat. 18:3). 


Any serious student of small frys has to search for the 
truth in that Scripture! Parents of hyperactive little people 
find it a puzzling passage. There are traits in some tykes 
that make the toughest of teachers tremble. Even preachers 
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have been provoked by pampered pew squirmers who are 
seldom, if ever, patted hard enough in the right place. Most 
of us would agree that mischief makers who act like Dennis 
the Menace are cute only in the comics. 


Of course we all love children. And it's a thousand times 
better to learn discipline as a child in the pew than as an 
adult in Parchman. But the command here is for imitation, 
not just affection. According to Jesus, we can not enter 
Heaven unless we do more than love them. We must become 
LIKE them. What did our [ord have in mind? 


Kids, by nature, have two qualities which we must adopt 
in order to enter Christ's Kingdom: total trust and pristine 
purity. Children have an unfaltering faith that perceives 
life in simple terms and an inherent innocence that partakes 
of life on sinless terms. They have yet to be spoiled by 
skepticism or soiled by sin. Kids can sleep with a clear 
conscience. 


At the beginning of the school year my youngest son was 
to write an essay expressing his philosophy of life. I believe 
it illustrates the qualities Christ had in mind. 


‘We should be the best we can be and not waste our time. 
Because we only go around once in this life, but we will have 
eternal life with Christ in Heaven if we obey His commands 
and do right. And the only way we can do that is to read the 
Bible and follow it. We're here to help people, not hurt 
them. And I think we should try to help each other in any 
way wecan. And that we're here to have fun and tell others 
about Christ and to live decent lives and not run around and 
get drunk and get put in jail." 


I have a library of books from great philosophers and 
preachers, but in none is the measure of man captured 
more completely or stated more simply. 


To understand this command of Christ we have only to dis- 
tinguish between child-LIKE faith and child-ISH actions. 
W.C. Fields looked at the latter and said, ‘Anybody who 
hates dogs and little kids can't be all bad.*’ Jesus looked at 
the former and said, ‘Suffer the little children to come unto 
me, for of such is the Kingdom of Heaven" (Mark 10:14). 


Life would be more pleasant and, according to Jesus, 
Heaven would be more populated if we adults would act less 
and trust more —like children. Only after conversion can 
we Sleep with a clear conscience. 


410 E. Main, Baldwyn, Mississippi 38824 
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"OBEY THEM THAT HAVE THE RULE OVER YOU" 
A Fresh Look At Hebrews 13:17 


T. WILLIAM DANIEL 


Be open to the persuasion of those who are leading 
you, and submit to their ministry. They keep a 
protective watch over you as men who must give an 
account. Give heed to their teaching so that their 
work will be a joy, not a burden, for that would be 
of no advantage to you" (Heb. 13:17). 


You obviously noticed quite a difference between the above 
translation and the King James Version. Yet the above 
communicates the true meaning of the passage much more 
clearly to the modern reader than the traditional reading. 


The picture is one of men who teach the word of God 
faithfully, and who keep watch as a shepherd watches over 
the flock. It is their duty to protect the flock with per- 
suasive teaching. It takes menof great maturity and love 
to submit to the needs of the flock inthis way. In turn, the 
flock must submit to them by being open to their God-given 
role of teaching. 


Who are these men? THE PASSAGE DOES NOT SAY. Yet 
there are some clues in the context. Unfortunately, since 
they do not support the traditional contention that it refers 
exclusively to elders, many ignore the context altogether. 


Chapter thirteen is a section of concluding exhortations. 
The Hebrew Christians are to remember to love each other 
and to entertain strangers. They are to remember those in 
prison, their leaders, and to pray "for us." In this context, 
three sections of the chapter mention these "leaders". They 
are: 

Remember your leaders, who spoke the word of 
God to you. Consider the outcome of their way of 
life and imitate their faith (V. 7). 


Be open to the persuasion of those who are leading 
you, and submit to their ministry... (v. 17). 


Greet all your leaders and all God's people (v. 24). 


Who are these "leaders"? It is mere assumption on the 
part of some that it must be elders. If they wish to prove 
the authority of elders with this verse, then they will havea 
hard time indeed! Not only is ita misunderstanding of the 
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verse to claim ANY authoritarian position from it, but it is 
also merely assumption that it applies exclusively to elders 
at all! The reasoning goes something like this: 


1. This passage says to “obey them that have the rule 
over you. 

2. We already know that the ones who have the rule over 
us are elders. 

3. Therefore this passage proves that the ones who have 
the rule over us are elders. 


The circular reasoning is apparent. The passage proves 
that elders have the rule over us only if we come to it 
ALREADY KNOWING that elders have the rule over us! So 
much for unbiased "exegesis." 


Those "who spoke the word of God to you" {v. 7) certainly 
included a much larger group than just elders, especially in 
our modern setting where elders almost never speak the 
word of God to the flock. They have hired others to do that 
for them. If they want whatever this verse has to say to 
apply to them, then they had better get back to their God- 
given role as "pastor-teachers." 


The second assumption is that the words "obey", ''submit"”, 
and “have the rule over you'' mean what they imply to the 
modern reader. 


The scriptures are clear that NO ONE has any rule or 
personal authority in Jesus’ church. No individual or group 
can Claim the right to exercise authority. There is authority 
in the word of God as it is spoken. Yet not even the apostles 
had the right to bind any of their personal judgments upon 
the church. Since these points have been adequately dis- 
cussed in previous articles, I will not dwell upon them here. 
But the person who would try to prove an authoritarian 
position from Hebrews 13:17 must also do justice to the many 
passages that so clearly deny that anyone has that kind of 
authority. If there is a contradiction with the clear teachings 
of Jesus, then we had just as well throw out all of those 
sermon outlines about the inspiration of the scriptures! It 
would not be honest to just pick and choose the ones we like. 
They must agree. If they don't then it is our understanding 
of them that is in error. 


There is a problem which must be faced at the outset. 
The King James Version does seem to make these verses 
contradict each other. More recent revisions have been 
timid about making corrections. Being too different is not 
a good way to sell Bibles, especially if the change is a sore 
spot of denominational rivalries. The question of correct 
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translation must be squarely faced. 


There is no need to rise to the defense of the scholarship 
of the translators of the KJV, for they had no choice about 
the position their translation would take on the authority of 
the Bishop. 


jt is an undisputed historical fact that the King James 
Version was the only concession that James I made to the 
Puritans at the conference at Hampton Court. They had 
presented their Thirty-Nine Articles, which asked for 
"revitalizing popular preaching, and for excluding the 
'relics of popery, from the Anglican prayer book." They 
also wanted the Bishop to share his power with episcopal 
synods. (Encyclopedia Britannica, Vol. 29, p. 57). 


King James I refused all of their demands except for a 
new ‘translation. He adamantly opposed every effort to 
weaken the Bishop's authority. 


the King had exhumed the medieval notion of divine- 
right monarchy in order to counteract the clerical 
demands of both Scottish Presbyterians and Roman 
Catholics. As James had written in his Trew Law 
Free Monarchies (1598), "Kings are called Gods... 
because sit upon God his throne in the earth, and 
have the count of their administration to give unto 
(H)im.'"' The King regarded any dimunition of epis- 
copal power as having the same effect, as stated in 
his often-quoted political aphorism: "no bishop, no 
king." (ibid. ) 


Thus, the KJV had its birth in a controversy over the 
power of the Bishop. James I would not authorize any trans- 
lation that could not be used to support the rule of the Bishop. 
This position was taken before the translators had even been 
selected | 


WHO? 


I am sure that James I was pleased with the way this 
verse came out. He could use it to defend. both the divine- 
right of Kings, and the rule of the Bishop. 


Who is in view here? -the King? -the Bishop? -a plurality 
of elders? -the preacher? - Who? 


The most likely answer is to equate this verse with one in 
the same context that uses the same language. ‘Remember 
your leaders, who spoke the word of God to you" (Heb. 13:7). 
We can't hear too much about this verse because it's obvious 
that it doesn't refer exclusively to elders. Those who speak 
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the word of God have a right to be heeded. There is author- 
ity in the word of God as it is taught. 


YOUR LEADERS: 


It is unfortunate that the KJV translators used the words 
“have the rule over you. "" A modern reader is not likely to 
get any other meaning from it than arbitrary authority. 


Most modern translations have replaced this phrase with 
the more accurate "your leaders.'' That is a step in the 
right direction. The word used has nothing to do with ruling. 
It simply means "those who are leading." If we had nothing 
but this word to go on, we would have a statement with quite 
general implications. The word itself could refer to any 
type of leadership. It could refer to any type of leadership 
from teaching a class to being a church secretary, from 
being a youth leader to a member of the benevolent com- 
mittee. But if we are correct about the context then we 
should limit it to those who are in some way teaching the 
word of God to others. Certainly the one who teaches from 
the pulpit would be included. So would any "personal work- 
er.'' I am sure that elders were among the main ones the 
writer of the book of Hebrews had in mind. Publicly teach- 
ing the flock is one of the main duties of elders. Unfortun- 
ately, most of today's elders would be excluded because 
they don‘t teach. 


I can already hear the protests! "You mean that we are 
to obey anyone who teaches the word of God!"' someone says. 
"That could be anyone from a personal worker to a Sunday 
School teacher !"' 


No. Not in the way you mean in any case. What is under 
consideration here is not the unquestioning obedience to 
anything that these "leaders" might say. Rather, it is an 
openness to the word of God as they teach it. 


The word here translated as "obey" is simply the passive 
form of a word that means "to persuade."' Thus, the most 
fundamental meaning is "TO BE PERSUADED." This is 
clearly the meaning of this word in many passages. For 
example, after Gamaliel addressed his colleagues in the 
Sanhedrin, we are told in Acts 5:40 that "they were persuad- 
ed by him." He had no authority over them. They were 
equals on the council. It was the persuasion of his words 
that won them over. 


Naturally, a living language will have many variations in 
the meanings that certain words can convey. This word is 
no exception. The idea of being "tractable" is prominent. 
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That is, of being open to persuasion. But it is also true that 
in a few cases it can mean "obey" (Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, Vol. VI, p. 3). 


What should a person do when he is faced with a passage 
where such different understandings are possible? 


Should he trust that the translators of his favorite version 
got it right? Not when the common way of translating the 
verse originated in a religious-political power struggle. Not 
when that power struggle was settled by a divine-right king 
who said "No Bishop, no King"! 


Should he go with the most common meaning for the word 
to take? If he does, he will reject the ‘obey"' meaning. But 
that is probably a bad procedure too. 


One of the best rules of translation would be to go with the 
meaning that is most consistent with the immediate context, 
as well as the totality of Bible revelation. 


The immediate context has to do with teaching the word of 
God. The most sensible meanirg in that light has to do with 
being open to be persuaded by the word of God as they teach 
it. Obedience to personal opinions simply does not fit the 
context. 


In terms of the wider context, we have already seen that 
no one has any right to exercise personal authority in Jesus’ 
church. The whole reason that people revert to Hebrews 13: 
17 is in an attempt to set up their authoritarian concept. If 
they had any stronger evidence, they would certainly use it. 
This passage doesn't even mention elders! The whole of 
Biblical revelation points away from any authoritarian posi- 
tion. Since the language used does not require it, it would 
be dishonest to supply it in the translation. 


‘Be open to the persuasion of those who are leading you” 
(Heb. 14:17). 


SUBMIT YOURSELVES: 


There is no problem with the idea of submission Chris- 
tians are to be submissive people. We submit to Christ — 
even to his authority, since He has all authority and has 
delegated none of it to anyone else (Mat. 28:18). We submit 
to the word of God as it is taught. It, too, is authoritative. 
We even submit to one another (Eph. 5:21). We have no 
authority over one another. But we submit by making the 
other person's needs and ministries that affect our lives 
more important than our own selfish needs. 


The problem comes in when someone asserts that this 
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means to submit to some Kind of personal authority to make 
decisions based upon human wisdom and judgment. NO ONE 
has that kind of authority in Christ. We all have places of 
service, not of power. 


GIVE HEED TO THERR TEACHING: 


When we really listen to those who teach us the word of 
God, and really are open to their words, and become teach- 
able like children, we will be a joy to our leaders. If we 
are to retain our intellectual honesty, we can give no more 
than this. If they truly become Christ-like, they will expect 
no more. 


"It is for freedom that Christ has set us free. Stand firm, 
then, and do not let yourselves be burdened again by a yoke 
of slavery"' (Gal. 5:1). 


P.O. Box, 103, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 


AGNOSTICISM IN THE CHURCH OF CHRIST: 
A REVIEW 




















Charles E. Geiser 


Arecent article printed in one of our brotherhood periodi- 
cals calls attention to what is called "agnosticism" ("to 
believe it is impossible to lmow anything") and its so-called 
"role" among churches of Christ (see Thomas B. Warren, 
"The Present Role of Agnosticism in the Church of Christ", 
Sound Doctrine, 11, 14, 15 (January - April 1986). The article 
is typical of the penmanship of brother Warren in its abso- 
lutist style. Being a former student of his in several 
Christian colleges during the 1970's, I am familiar with 
brother Warren's attitudes concerning empirical matters, 
knowledge, atheism, etc. This is not to deride brother 
Warren's efforts in defending what he believes is the truth— 
he certainly has that right. I do not “hold a candle" for 
intellect and Knowledge and logic to brother Warren, but I 
do in my feeble efforts in life at learning have a right to 
express my opinions in response to his article. 


The Hypothetically Agnostic Brother 


As brother Warren has done before in writing in the past, 
he poses someone (who appears to be his "opponent" in the 
faith) to speak hypothetically so that he may respond in the 
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remainder of the treatise. I would like to briefly analyze 
each sentence or Question presented in this imagined con- 
versation and I do not think we shall be taking anything from 
the context of the piece written. 


(1) "None of us is infallible.'' "Infallible: incapable of 
error: never wrong" (Webster's Third Collegiate under the 
term). It is very good that someone might admit this point 
in our knowledge of things including the Bible. If we would 
merely confess this and mean it, we would go a long way 
down the road to more unity and love among brethren. But 
to just say we are not so, yet speak and write as though 
some of us were, is to display inconsistency in our lives. 


(2) "Every man makes mistakes." This is true, even the 
Bible substantiates this (Rom. 3:9-23; et al). This is another 
truism that, if we were to believe it about ourselves and 
others, would contribute greatly towards the kind of body of 
Christ that would please God very much. 


(3) ''Therefore, none of us can ever be certain that he is 
right about anything. '' Now, this conclusion drawn from the 
previous premises may be made by some of us who are 
Christians. I personally do not hold to this view. It seems 
to me that to say we can know some things for certain is 
plausible while other things need more study (and what of 
the "secret things" that belong to God? Deut. 29:29). The 
plain things of the scriptures can be known by any of us (but 
can we agree on the "plain" passages?). The explicative 
verses are not nearly as much a problem among Christians, 
however, as are the implications that some have drawn from 
passages which oftentimes are "hard to be understood" (II 
Peter 3:10). I seriously question whether any implication 
which I may draw from difficult sections and verses in the 
Bible can be called "absolutely true, infallible knowledge" 
as I understand it. One thing I believe we have maybe 
missed in this kind of study is, that when Paul or Peter or 
Jude wrote, using the term ginosko and its forms ("I know"), 
that they were in face inspired of the Spirit of God. There 
cannot be an identical feature in saying on knowledge that 
When I say "I know" in every case, it can be the same as 
when Paul or John wrote "I know". With around a dozen 
supernatural powers invested in men of the first century 
(Mark 16:17,18; 1 Cor. 12:3ff) it was not difficult to write or 
preach "we know" or ‘I know."' But we have no Spirit- 
inspired men of God today as they had in the first century 
and it seems to me that it would behoove us to consider any 
"jet-lag"" theologically we might have in comparing “we 
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know" of the first century and "we know" of today, especially 
in inferences and implications. 


(4) ‘"No one can ever be certain that what he believes is 
the truth." (Some of these statements overlap with others 
from the same paragraph, thus not much time is needed in 
suggesting on them.) Again, I do not know of a member of 
the body of Christ to my knowledge who holds to this concept 
literally. I do believe that there are too many of us inthe 
Lord's church who are "certain" in some things they have 
accepted as "sound doctrine", that just possibly they ought 
to re-examine again (if they have the courage to do so). 
Anytime we are afraid to look again at what we have believed 
as members of churches of Christ, not to basics concerning 
the gospel of Christ and His church, but to some traditions 
we have that become equal to the Word itself, then I think 
we have become "monasterial" in our beliefs. This one for 
example came to my attention the other day. How many 
brethren would get itchy and feel "blasphemous" if they were 
asked to remain seated during the invitation song? We have 
this tradition that everyone stand while the invitation song 
(where is that song in the Bible?) and it has been done so 
many times, so regular, that many if not most brethren 
believe that it is "scriptural" to stand during an invitation 
song that we do not even have an example or command for 
in the Bible. 


(5) "Since none of us is infallible, we all, for all any of 
us know, may be 100% wrong about everything." 1 think this 
statement is or would be also an extremists’ point of view. 
Again, I know of no brethren personally that have such an 
epistemology but there may be and brother Warren may know 
some. But I repeat also, that I would not say we are "100% 
wrong" or could be ''100% wrong" in our views, but if I were 
a "betting man,''I would venture that we are much higher in 
percentage in error on our views than we would like to think! 
For example, I think (yes, I'm agnostic here —I do not 
KNOW) that we have bound on one another as sound doctrine 
that which is truly only opinion and heresay and personal 
thoughts and nothing more. The title of the paper brother 
Warren had this article printed in ("Sound Doctrine") surely 
hints at what our attitude is about what we believe. Where 
is "sound doctrine’ found? I thought it was the Bible, not 
some periodical somewhere. 


(6) "The main thing is that we be loving and kind to one 
another.*' This may be one of the greatest statements 
brother Warren ever wrote, even if it supposedly came from 
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a "hypothetical enemy." The first and second command- 
ments are really one with two aspects according to the Iord 
in such places as Mark 12:30,312. I do not think we have 
emphasized love and kindness among brethren like we 
should —ever! JI think the restoration movement had roots 
in combating what is believed to be false doctrines in denom- 
inationalism and became so pre-occupied with that part of it 
that God's grace and love and the love and understanding 
brethren were to have "above all things" (I Pet. 3:8; 4:8; 
Col. 3:14) was forgotten. It now looks like it is coming 
through in some segments of our great brotherhood and well 
it should! The first and second commandments ARE NOT 
"thou shalt find and bind sound doctrine as interpreted by a 
brother who does not accept southern North American in- 
terpretations on the Bible in churches of Christ." We have 
our priorities wrong when we put some "commandments" we 
have conjured up in our minds ahead of the commandments 
Jesus gave (see Mat. 22:37-39; Mark 12:30, 31; Rom. 13:8-10; 
I Pet. 4:8; I Cor. 13; Col. 3:12-14; et.al. ). 


(7) What each man should do is to say, 'I think or believe 
that what I teach is true, but F do not know that it is true!" 
This is a safe way of teaching when one is not inspired of 
God like Paul (I Cor. 2:12,13). I believe there are some 
things in the Bible we can affirm without doubt because the 
Word so states those things. But other things we have be- 
Heved in churches of Christ are not like that and those 
should be changed. There are some things we believe re- 
ligiously that we do not know if they are true. We believe 
we each have evidence that has persuaded each one of us that 
certain things are such and such about difficult passages. 
But to say that "our view" that we have studied up on is as 
close to infallible as one can get (by action or impression, 
not necessarily verbally), then we need a "humble pill" quick 
or need to eat some humble pie before it is all gone! 











(8) "Since other men— who are just as sincere and intel- 
ligent as Iam —strongly differ with what I believe and teach, 
it seems clear that I should not say that I am right and that 
they are wrong."" Sometimes yes, sometimes no. There 
are "sincere and intelligent"’ men as believers who are not 
members of the Lord's church who could have the truth 
understood correctly where we do not. That is a possibility ! 
Otherwise the atmosphere gets a bit popish, if not. In some 
things I might say that I am right and others are wrong, in 
other things I might have to say I'm wrong after hearing 
some new or different evidence on the subject and that they 
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are right. But toimply that one is always right and others 
who think differently are always wrong, again, shows the 
wrong kind of attitude about knowledge. Brother Warren's 
mind (if the reader might notice this) thinks essentially in 
black and white, yes or no, or is or isn't. For an uninspired 
Christian to do so means something maybe I cannot explain. 
It practically eliminates priorities, Compassion, and any 
freedom or toleration at all in areas where one would deem 
those necessary for fairness and justice and mercy to enter. 
“Weightier matters'' become an impossible consideration 
where total syllogistic mentalities exist. There are some 
outside the true family of God who are smart, intelligent, 
sincere, and God-fearing. These do not make one a Chris- 
tian but they surely lend themselves to learning at least a 
few things that maybe we are wrong about! I once read that 
brother R. L. Whiteside wrote if a man could not or refused 
to accept God's "plan of salvation" (whatever that might be), 
how could he understand other parts of the Bible. But I do 
not think that statement will hold water completely. There 
are some very intelligent Calvinists and Lutherans (if that 
is the way to put it) and if we got our heads out of "church of 
Christ sand" once in a while, we could see and maybe learn 
some more about God's truth. 


(9) "We must love one another and_ fellowship one another 
even though we differ in our views as to what the Bible 
teaches. '"’ My opinion on this is that in some things we will 
and other things we will not. But there is a sphere of spirit- 
ual activity in the kingdom where we will fellowship one 
another and still there exists different ideas on given sub- 
jects. I would be sure that brother Warren differs with 
some of his closest colleagues on some matters of Bible 
teachings and they break bread and fellowship together con- 
tinually. If everything must be agreed upon theologically 
then each of us is only in fellowship with himself! Some 
brethren I know get pretty close to this but it is more 
academic than practical. The point here that hurts so many 
Christians though, as far as fellowship goes, is that all are 
expected to agree on marriage and divorce, Bible prophecy, 
instrumental music, one cup, and on and on with this given 
hierarchy of the south that exists or they (we?) all must 
repent. I cannot believe for the life of me that some of our 
stalwart bulwarks of the faith in the 1980's need not repent 
of if they looked into some things they believe a little fur- 
ther, they would see that they were wrong and would need 
to repent too! It always seems like it is ‘us dumb ones" in 
the church who always need to be repenting while all the 
"conservative .Christian college and school of preaching" 
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graduates just direct the whole affair. Yes, it is an affair, 
an affair with some puffed-up prides that need to come 
down (abased I believe the word is —Rom. 12:3; Mat. 23:12; 
Phil. 2:3; et.al.). Sure there are essentials of the faith 
once delivered, but if every last element of the faith must 
be agreed upon, we are all doomed! If love can cover a 
multitude of sins @ Pet. 4:8), and no Christian can say he 
has not sinned (I John 1:8,10), then "love one another" is 
sure safer than playing "almighty judge" of the church! 


P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 
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WHEN "STRICT" BROTHERS MASQUERADE 
AS "WEAK" BROTHERS 


MICHAEL HALL 


The "weak" brothers in 1 Corinthians 8 are different from 
the weak ones in Romans 14. In Corinthians the "wealmess” 
is a weakness of conviction; in Romans it's a weakness of 
liberty toward an issue. 


At Corinth the weak brother is wishy-washy, indecisive, 
and easily seduced. He is not able to take a strong stand 
because he isn't clear about what is right and what is wrong. 
Yet most people today who claim ‘weaker brother privilege" 
and hold churches hostage to their demands are not “weak” 
like that! Therefore they misuse this scripture when they 
demand their "strong" brethren not practice certain things. 


Romans 14 presents another nuisance of difference in the 
term "weak". Weak there indicates the conservative 
position in contradistinction to the liberal or "stronger" 
position. Those weak in Romans 14 have strong convictions 
about their stance! They are not wishy-washy. They are 
not easily shaken from their position! They are Strict 
Brethren, and weak only in that they take the conservative 
Side of an issue. 


"One believes he may eat anything; the other eats only 
vegetables" (14:2). One takes the strong position, the other 
the weak position. "One esteems special holy days, while 
the other esteems all days alike.'' One is Pro-religious 
holidays, the other is Anti-religious holidays (14:5-9). Weak 
and Strong are relative positions, with reference to an 
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issue — liberal and conservative; pro and anti; for and 
against. 


In Romans 14 both weak and strong are determined about 
their positions. Accordingly the conservative feels so strong 
he judges the liberal. And the liberal feels so strong he 
shows contempt toward the legalist. Both know exactly 
where they stand. And they know why they stand there! 
Paul encourages this, "Let every one be fully convinced in 
his own mind" (14:5). Paulis no procrustean preacher. He 
believes in Unity in Diversity. Diversity doesn't threaten 
him. He's too big for the littleness of bland conformity. So 
he offers harmony principles in Romans 14 whereby the 
conservative and liberal can live together. 


Paul's main injunction —"Quit looking at each other and 
get your eyes on Jesus!" Jesus is Lord; whatever we do 
must be done with a devotional spirit and allegiance of love 
and loyalty to the Lord! (14:8,9) This eliminates the nasty, 
negative and divisive attitudes, judgmentalism and con— 
temptfulness (14:3, 10-13). 


Paul does not settle their differences theologically! Isn't 
that great? Who was right on the issues in Romans 14? The 
stronger. But Paul doesn't press for the liberal view. Nor 
does he press for the conservative view. Did you get that? 
Being “issue right” is not the solution! 


There's a bigger issue at stake — Relationship! Our unity 
and fellowship that's based on our allegiance to Jesus is the 
main issue. Our positions and beliefs on the issues are not 
as important as our spirit and response to Jesus. A person 
can be right on the issue and yet wrong about Jesus! So 
being "issue right” can be spiritually dangerous. More im- 
portant we must be right in attitude! If we hold unbrctherly, 
unloving attitudes— we disgrace Jesus, sin against the 
atonement, and bring down God's anger upon ourselves. 


Being right on the issues doesn't guarantee rightness with 
Jesus! Yet if we are right with Jesus the issues will take 
care of themselves. Many issues don't make any difference 
anyway! The important thing is love (14:15). The important 
thing is seeking peace and mutual inspiration in spite of our 
differences (14:19). 


Brother isn't to blackmail brother. The weak brother is 
not to blackmail the strong brother! The liberal isn't to 
ridicule or show contempt to the legalist. They are to accept 
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each other as Christ has accepted us! (15:7). 


Should liberals quit doing what they do? No. They should 
keep it to themselves and not demand that the conservatives 
participate (14:22-23). Should the conservatives quit what 
they are doing? No. They should keep that to themselves 
and not demand that the stronger participate with them. 


The problem is really with the conservatives. We all feel 
more at ease moving to our right than to our left! If the 
liberals keep their spirit sweet and eliminate contempt they 
can participate with the conservatives in good conscience. 
No big deal for them. The problem is that even if the con- 
servatives withhold themselves from judging the liberals, 
they still cannot conscientiously participate in the activities 
of the strong. So in joint ventures Paul recommends that 
"we who are strong ought to bear with the failings of the 
weak and not to please ourselves" (15:1). This doesn't let 
the weak blackmail the strong —the strong should do what 
they have the freedom to do without forcing the weak to 
participate. Then in joint ventures the strong should volun- 
tarily not subject the weak to things they are not ready for. 
It is the weak's “failings.’' 


What should we do today if a church has a mixture of 
conservatives and liberals on the issue of eating in the 
building? Don't make it a joint venture! Let the strong 
have their church meals without making fun of the weak who 
don't feel that they can participate. Let each feel like first 
class people regardless of their views and actions! Each 
should respect the other whether they attend or don't attend. 
The eaters shouldn't show contempt to the noneaters. Nor 
should the noneaters judge those who eat. Paul forbids 
judgment and contempt. 


Is there a mixture of weak and strong about instrumental 
music? The same thing applies. It applies for differences 
in millennial views, colleges, Herald of Truth. If some 
cannot participate in a project, don't ask them to. A church 
doesn't have to forego the project because all can't partici- 
pate. Let those who can participate do so and let the others 
have other projects to keep them busy! That's creative and 
Christian magnanimity, grace, unity, and peace. It keeps 
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. 


1333 North 23rd Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
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EDITORIAL: — from page 162 


Christ is now the way to God. Through Him who is our 
true and perfect sacrifice, we are granted an audience with 
the Father to ask for forgiveness. "I am the way, the truth, 
and the life; no one comes to the Father, but by me” (John 
14:6). We worship God in spirit when we conform to the 
image of Christ and allow him to live in this world through 
us. "It is not I that lives, but Christ who lives in me." 


Unfortunately the majority of mankind (of those who have 
faith) still try to approach God through "systems", or a 
technique, or a pattern. We still attempt to gain favor with 
God through "acts" which we have thought to be a pattern of 
first century worship. We must now ask ourselves if we are 
not doing the same thing in principle as the Jews when we 
search for and set up a certain number of ‘'acts" of worship 
as the way to please God? Is this the way we gain favor with 
the Father? Or could it be that we have returned to those 
beggarly elements that Paul mentions by devising an outer 
form of worship which we perform ritualistically week after 
week? Think about it. 


Christianity is a "way of life", not a religion. Worship is 
perpetual for we are always in God's temple and God is in 
us. Beware of "patterns’. 
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EDITORIAL: "BACK TO THE BIBLE"? 


When people say let's go all the way back to the Bible, we know 
what they have in mind, however, if we could take them literally 
back to the beginning of the Bible it wouldn't be far enough. The 
word "bible’’ comes from the Greek ta biblia, "the books."' This 
means that the writings of the apostles and other inspired men did 
not become “"bible™ until the books (letters) were collected and 
formed into a canon in about the fourth century. It is interesting to 
note that that Roman council was not in complete agreement as to 
which books should form the New Testament. There was much 
dispute about James, and i and Ili John, and some doubt about a 
few others. Some were voted in by the skin of their teeth. Those 
that didn't make it formed what is now called the New Testament 
"“apocrypha"™, the books of "doubtful origin."’ The word literally 
means "concealed, hidden". So perhaps we should say, let's goall 
the way back to the first century, or to the letters written in that 
first century. 


Those who are most adamant in voicing the siogan would probably 
be the most surprised at what they would find in that first century. 
It would do them no good to look for a sign hung ona public building. 
There were no “church buildings" in that day, but "house churches." 
One would have to find out the home address of one of the Christians 
to find a place of worship. Robert Banks estimates that a house 
church consisted of about 30 members at the most, with houses built 
on about the same order as today. He says also that those first 
public "church" buildings were built on the same plan as a private 
home (would that mean that they had "kitchens"?). Prior to the 
conversion of Constantine it was unlawful for Christians to own 
public buildings for the purpose of worship. Afterwards it was not 
only lawful but was encouraged by the emperor. 


There is no evidence that those house churches had copies of ail 
the apostolic writings. Some of the apostolic letters were circulated 
and read in public assemblies, but we cannot say that they had all 
the letters and we feel safe in saying that some had none at all. 
This must surely have made it difficult for those early converts to 
find a "pattern of worship", and even more difficult to observe a 
"law of silence"’, since all scripture was silent for those who had 
none. It makes one wonder how the early church survived without 
the benefit of scripture. 


We realize that we're dealing with an extremely delicate subject. 
We could be misunderstood with no effort at atl, and will likely be 
charged with having "no respect for the authority of scripture," as 
is charged to anyone who fails to interpret scripture like some 

{turn to bottom of page 197) 
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LITTLE ROCK UPDATE 
ANGERED POWER 
NORMAN L. PARKS 


Power enraged by perceived threats to its omniscience ls somé- 
thing to behold, as has been recently demonstrated by the elders of 
the Sixth and Izard Church of Little Rock in their fight to block the 
suit brought against them by three members of the congregation to 
compel disclosure of the church's finances and to provide for the 
popular election of the directors of the incorporated church, as 
required by Arkansas law. 


Claiming that the “right to know" ls a fundamental right of every 
participating member of a church or other cooperative enterprise , 
the plaintiffs insist that election results should be open for inspec- 
tion and that basic expenditures and records be kept in open books. 
Among those would be the salaries of the pulpit minister and 
associate minister. However, the contributions of individual mem- 
bers and financial aid to needy members would not bea subject to 
induiry. 


Angered power may resort to the same responses whether that 
power be ecclesiastical, economic, or political, including manipula- 
tion, intimidation, misrepresentation and raw force. A _ hidden 
sense of guilt rarely seems absent. 


When the elders failed to convince the Little Rock chancery court 
that they were protected against the suit by the First Amendment, 
they were advised by the judge to try to work out a compromise 
agreement with the plaintiffs that the church would accept. If none 
was reached within 30 days, the trial would proceed. 


Totally ignoring the plaintiffs, the elders addressed a letter to 
the members saying that in compliance with the chancellor's in- 
structions they were going to poll the members on a given Sunday on 
two matters, (a) whether the members would approve the way 
elders had always been selected and (b) whether the members would 
approve the elders using their discretion in revealing the finances 
of the church to an individual! member. The judge, they added, had 
extracted a solemn promise of the plaintiffs to withdraw their suit 
if the majority of voters endorsed the elders. Both statements were 
misrepresentations, and the questions as framed were whoily un- 
acceptable to the plaintiffs, and, as if transpired, to some of the 
leading members, as neither dealt directly with the legal issues of 
the suit. 
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The polling took place on Sept. 14 after a shortened Sunday morn- 
ing service in which minister ~elder JohnGipson preached an intense 
sermon entitled "How Long?" that was reminiscent of Jonathan 
Edwards‘ "Fate of Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God." How 
long, he asked, will God continue to withhold his wrath from those 
who persist in wrong-doing and make trouble for his children? It 
was clear that those who would dare to support such wrong-doing 
might also risk the descending anger of God. Ina followup speech 
preceding the voting Gipson identified the three plaintiffs as wrong~ 
doers in defiance of their duty to obey their leadership. 


The plaintiffs had written the elders expressing their desire to 
meet with them to try to work out an agreement to be submitted to 
the church. On the election morning the elders read their reply, 
which had not been received by the plaintiffs, saying that under no 
circumstances would they meet with them until they had withdrawn 
their suit. The plaintiffs had requested an open meeting, with full 
and free discussion, followed by a secret ballot so as to protect the 
privacy of opinion by every member. The elders announced that 
voting would be by public standing until the votes were counted and 
no member would be allowed to speak. The plaintiffs would be 
given 15 minutes to state their case and Gipson would be given 15 
minutes to reply. 


Whereupon two of the city's most prominent citizens, a leading 
medical authority and a university administrator, walked to the 
front and asked to speak for themselves. Both receiveda No reply. 
whereupon the university administrator stated in view of the way 
the poll was framed he could not record avote either for or against, 
and applause swept through the audience. Attorney Bob Scott, one 
of the plaintiffs, then took the floor to say that they could not 
participate in something that was not open and free and asked the 
members not to vote. He then played a recording of a speech made 
several years ago at Harding College by Gipson in which he de- 
nounced self -perpetuating elderships and advocated election of 
elders by the members. 


This recording was prompted by the fact that Gipson had testified 
in court that elders elect and fire elders according to the Scriptures 
and members have only the duty to submit and obey. It was also 
remindfu! of the fact that at the last election of elders at the church 
the elders had substituted their own choice for the man who had 
received the second highest vote of the members and the substitu- 
tion was kept secret from both him and the members. 


That intimidation was present at the polls appeared in the pres- 
ence of two cameras making pictures of the members as they voted. 
There was the clearcut inference that those recorded voting against 
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the elders might expect reprisals. Apparently over half of the 
members were present for the poll, and of this number 437 voted 
for the elders and 24 against. How many did not vote is unknown. 


In his speech prior to the voting, Gipson told the members that 
for two long years the elders had suffered in their protection of the 
rights of the members. We have stood up for you, and now we ask 
you to stand up for us, he cried. The plaintiffs want to inquire into 
matters of utmost privacy, he charged, such as how much each 
member contributes and how much help we give to an aged and 
needy member. Since the plaintiffs had categorically excluded such 
information from the public records, Gipson's charge was an Open 
misrepresentation of their position, but was well calculated to 
arouse the fear and resentment of the voters. 


The apparent surface victory of the elders quickly became cloud- 
ed as talk swept among the members. What about the finances that 
the elders want to conceal? Why should the preachers’ salary be 
secret? What pressure has been brought against certain members? 
Were the questions rigged? How fair is an election under the com- 
plete control and rules fixed by one party? Why should prominent 
and respected members be denied the right to speak? Possibly 
rumors of rebellion among some of the 35 deacons reached the ears 
of the elders? They did not appear at the regular elders-deacons 
meeting scheduled for the following Tuesday and apparently met 
elsewhere. The deacons meeting became an open and free discus- 
sion wholly lacking during the poll. Two prominent deacons who 
previously had been choices for elder and had been excluded secret- 
ly by the elders announced their resignation. Another deacon, who 
was also youth minister of the church, appeared before the elders 
to say that he was resigning both as deacon and minister because 
he had been forced by the elders to vote in their support against his 
conscience and he could not abide it. 


At least one reprisal was not long forthcoming. One deacon who 
was not present for the voting because he was filling a preaching 
engagement elsewhere was summoned by the elders and asked to 
resign. It seems his offense had been that he had signed an affa- 
davit in support of the plaintiffs’ claim that the Bibte teaches that 
elders are elected by the members rather than being chosen by the 
elders and is widely accepted among the Churches of Christ. All 
that he did was to state the truth and for that he was to fall victim 
to the collective anger of the elders! He could have called to his 
support Alexander Campbell, David Lipscomb, and a host of other 
names honored in the church, but apparently not after the voice of 
his church had spoken. 


The Little Rock case of Brown v- Gipson is of critical importance 
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to the church. Though the authoritarian eldership institution has 
been growing by leaps and bounds, the claims for omniscient power 
in this case are being laid down legally. The examples of elections 
in the New Testament are without merit, such as the election of 
Iscariot's successor by the 120, the election of The Seven by the 
whole church to direct the food relief program, Paul's instructions 
to the churches to elect their messengers to accompany him to 
Jerusalem, or the ‘whole church" at Jerusalem deciding that 
Gentile Christians did not have to become Jews. Why? Because 
the Holy Spirit makes elders overseers, and that. means rulers. 
And as rulers, according to Gipson, they appoint and fire elders 
and deacons, they are the decision makers for the church, they 
have monopoly contro? of all finances, and their discretion is the 
sole limit on their power. And as overseers they are responsible 
only to God. The members have one duty: submit and obey. It 
would follow from his argument that to disagree with an elder is to 
disagree with God. 


It is curious that elders who claim the authority to rule always 
deny that they "lord it over" the church. Actually ruling and lording 
it over mean exactly the same thing. Jesus did not criticize rulers 
in the secular world for exercising authority. It is an inescapable 
part of this world. What he said was that the Kingdom of God isa 
different world and no person must exercise authority in God's 
kingdom. All power belongs to him. The Christian life is volun- 
tary. The person who would lead must be a servant and his leader - 
ship must be by example, never by command. 


The Sixth and Izard elders do not deny that they are in violation 
of the Arkansas corporation law which requires open financial books 
and records and popular elections of directors. They simply say 
that the plaintiffs are trying to rule the church themselves by in- 
voking the law and overthrowing the God-given rulers of the church. 
They insist that in religion they are above the law. 


These recent events have left an ugly picture. This church and 
many more like it have no approach to conflict resolution except by 
power imposed from above. The members have no means and no 
machinery for discovering their own will. Free and rational dis- 
cussion are blacklisted as a threat to elder rule. The members are 
denied any experience in decision-making. Spiritual growth by 
interaction is sealed off and the members are placed ina state of 
perpetual immaturity. Independent thinking is punished by forced 
resignation. Surely this is not the society of friends envisioned 
by Jesus! 

Meanwhile, since the angry elders took the settlement in their 
own hands, the suit will continue. [ts continuation is needed for 
the instruction of the church in general. 

404 Minerva Drive, Murfreesboro, Tennessee 37130 
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CONSCIENCE AND FAITH 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


The two final verses of Romans 14 provide a rare example for 
ignorance or dishonesty in interpretation of God's Word by would-be 
expositors. I weighed those accusations carefully before [ committ- 
ed them to print. Nothing else would have approximated the truth. 
Candor demanded that we face the issue fairly and squarely. The 
danger of ignoring the context and arbitrarily selecting a proof text 
is seen in the usage made of these verses to vanquish opponents 
more ignorant than the expositor. And as it has oftentbeen pointed 
out, "A text without its context is a mere pretext." 


“Hast thou faith? Have it to thyself before God." The faith 
mentioned here is the private conscience or inner conviction dealt 
with throughout the entire chapter. It is not the faith that saves. 
That faith must be proclaimed. This faith is personal. It is the 
faith that is related to the eating of meats, observing of days, drink- 
ing of wine or a hundred and one other things about which brethren 
differ. One is not to announce it continually to the discomfort of 
brethren. God knows the sentiments of the heart. 


It is as if the apostle were saying, "Keep still about it." The 
alternative is that if it causes others to be aroused or upset, or if it 
turns the assembly topsy-turvy, out with it. But that is the resort 
of the weakling. The man of strength has control over his feelings. 
He does not need to declare everything he thinks, or make legal 
tender of all his inmost thoughts. He values what he believes but he 
rows that He is whom he believes is vastly greater. We will be 
happy if we escape setf-condemnation in what we allow. It is easy 
for Satanto finda loophole. There is no use of him condemning us 
if he can get us to condemn ourselves by word or action. 








May I use a common illustration from our history to demonstrate 
how a great many preachers butcher the meaning of the Word in 
their anxiety to make a point and win an argument. Let me refer to 
the use of instrumental music used in the ascription of public praise 
to God, for example. If one doubts the propriety of eating meats, 
and is persuaded by another to eat anyhow, he is condemned for 
eating. In our modern vernacular ‘‘condemned" is a better word 
than ‘'damned" which has taken on other connotations. If one has no 
doubt about his eating, if he is fully persuaded (verse 5) he may eat 
without censure. The idea is that he must obtain consent of his 
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conscience or personal convictions. So important is this, that even 
if a thing is right in itself, one must have the consent of his con- 
science to do it acceptably. The conscience is, as George Wash- 
ington put it, "a little spark of celestial fire.'' It must always be 
kept burning. 


"Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.'' What ever one does with a 
huge question mark is a sin to that individual. But that which he 
does, believing it is right and justifiable, may not beasin. It is 
here that the debater who is a quibbler is often tripped up. Because 
the word "faith" is used, he immediately assumes that all faith is 
the same, so he heads for Romans 10:17, "So then faith comes by 
hearing, and hearing by the word of God." He affirms that it is a 
sin to use the instrument because the word of God is silent on the 
subject. He ignores the many things he does which the word of God 
also ignores. He places these in the category of "necessary infer- 
ence.”" But the word of God does not say anything about necessary 
inference either. One may conclude, from the use made of it, that 
it is an inference necessary to win an argument. 


''The word of God" in Romans 10:17 is not the doctrine which is 
the subject of teaching as long as the person lives. That strengthens 
or undergirds faith. But faith comes by the gospel which is pro- 
claimed. One cannot believe in one of whom he has never heard 
(Rom. 10:14). So proclaimers have been sent forth as witnesses to 
provide testimony of Jesus, for faith is the belief of testimony. 
They proclaim “the gospel of peace,’t the gospel which is reported, 
and which Isaiah lamented was generally ignored. 


Actually, a more correct translation is “the word of Christ" 
instead of "the word of God." The entire chapter is a context of 
faith aroused by the proclamation of "the glad tidings" (verse 15). 
The New English Version translates it, "We conclude that faith is 
awakened by the message, and the message that awakens it comes 
through the word of Christ."" Just as long as men confuse the gospel 
of Christ by which we are born again, with the apostolic doctrine 
upon which we feed and grow, that long will they add to religious 
confusion and turmoil, and upset the minds and disturb the hearts 
of the uninformed. 


My advice to those who laugh and sneer at the difference between 
preaching and teaching, and between gospel and doctrine, is to 
restrain your giggles. When you later learn the truth, and come to 
appreciate what the Bible really teaches, nothing is quite so up- 
setting and disconcerting as to have to swallow your own ill-advised 
criticism and sarcasm. I know! 


That which one does in spite of the doubts engendered by his own 
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inward thoughts is a sin tohim. He cannot do it with personal faith 
in his own actions and conduct. Faith is greater than anything we 
say or do. If youare not sure, do not do it! God will honor your 
integrity but may condemn your rashness. Permit me to quote 
once more from the New English Bible. "A manwho has doubts is 
guilty if he eats, because his action does not arise from his con- 
viction, and anything which does not arise from conviction is sin." 


This places the burden for preserving the peace of the congrega- 
tion squarely where it belongs, upon the strongest individual. When 
division among the saints is the result it frequently reflects the fact 
that it is the strong who have failed. ‘Those of us who have a robust 
conscience must accept as our own burden the tender scruples of 
weaker men, and not consider ourselves."' This presents a way 
which taxes the best among us. Toconsider and make allowance 
for the weak, and to neglect ovr own ideas, is a hard way to go. 
But the Christian walk was never guaranteed to be an easy one. 


J- B. Phillips, who did not believe there was such a thing as 
“timeless English," and who went back to “the comparatively work- 
aday Greek of the New Testament documents," has this interesting 
translation of Romans 15:1. ‘We who have strong faith ought to 
shoulder the burden of the doubts and qualms of others and not just 
to go our own sweet way.” I like that, just as I like his translation 
of 14:12, "It is to God alone we have to answer for our actions.” 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 
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THE FOCUS OF LEGALISM 


J. JAMES ALBERT 


Christianity is a religion founded by God with the purpose of unit- 
ing persons in His Son Jesus Christ. The apostle Paul wrote in the 
Ephesian letter that God "purposed in Himself, that in the dispensa- 
tion of the fullness of the times He might gather together in one all 
things in Christ" (1:0,10}. Jesus himself said, "And I, if I am 
lifted up from the earth, will! draw al] people to Myself" (John 12:32). 
It was the prayer of Jesus that those who would believe in Him would 
all be one, one reason being that the conversion of the world is 
related to this oneness (John 17:21). 


The focus of the relationship of the religion of Jesus Christ is to 
be humble and loving service to one another. After telling the 
Philippians to "Yet nothing be done through selfish ambition or 
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conceit, but in lowliness of mind let each esteem others better than 
himself” (2:3), the apostle points to Jesus as the supreme example. 
"Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who, being 
in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal with God, 
but made himself of no reputation, taking the form of a servant, and 
coming in the likeness of men. And being found in appearance as a 
man, He humbled Himself and became obedient to the point of death, 
even the death of the cross’ (2:58). Prior to the cross, Jesus 
tried to get the point across by washing the disciples’ feet (John 13). 


It follows that any religion which encourages believers in Jesus 
Christ to withdraw from one another into narrow sects, looking 
with arrogance and hostility upon one another, is not based upon the 
example of Jesus and the teachings of the sacred scriptures for 
men in this age. Legalism is such. It is an insidious, irreligious, 
perversion of Christianity which reared its head in the first century, 
has done so periodically through the centuries, and claims a con- 
siderable following among those today identified with the American 
Restoration Movement, particularly the Churches of Christ. 


The focus of legalism is self-interest which often manifests itself 
in an arrogant and hostile attitude. An example of this was seen 
and heard by this writer when attending a study several years ago. 
A brother had just delivered a talk on Romans 14 in which he had 
opened the window of insight just a little. Essentially he had said 
that it was possible for a person to be correct in his knowledge and 
understanding of a doctrine or doctrines per se, but at the same 
time wrong for the attitude manifested in his teaching and practice 
toward those who disagreed with his interpretation(s). This thought 
put the legalists in the audience on edge. It was seen as a threat to 
their control and perhaps the beginning of a crack in the wall that 
separated them from their digressive or brethren -in-error. 
Promptly in the question and answer session that followed, a young 
party leader arose and emphatically stated that no brother who 
taught the truth on any doctrine could be wrong in his advocacy of 
that truth. And the building resounded with amens. 


Legalists thrive on advocating and convincing others of the cor- 
rectness of their interpretations of the scriptures. Jesus said that 
they wil! "travel land and sea to win one proselyte."* And the 
sophistry used to justify the exclusivism and divisions is unlimited. 
But it is much easier to recite a creed and judge people by it than 
it is to put into practice the loving service exemplified and taught 
by Jesus. It requires little "lowliness and gentleness, with long- 
suffering, bearing with one another in love’ because only those of 
like persuasion on the identifying issues of the party are regarded 
as true believers and in the fellowship. How difficuit is it to for- 
bear and love those who think like yourself? 
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Legalists woryy about loving too much. They even teach lessons 
and write articles indicating that loving too much is a weakness. 
Did God love us too much when he let His Son die for the ungodly? 
Was it a weakness on the part of God that His Son was permitted to 
die for His enemies? Are our so-called digressive brethren or 
brethren-in-error worse than the ungodly? Are they worse than 
enemies? You would think so from our divisions. It is feared that 
love of these brethren would be a threat to the party. And it would! 


A legalist will say that he loves these "erring" brethren, but he 
won't show it and his actions will tend to strengthen the walls or 
widen the chasms that separate brethren. The affirmations of love 
by a legalist are like the reaction of a naughty child caught by his 
mother. The child seeks to cover his action by saying, ‘Mother, I 
love you.'' Mother may smile, but says, "I wish you would show it 
a little more in the way you behave.” Would that the legalists show 
their love a Jittle more in the way they behave! 


The religion of Jesus Christ is meant to bring people closer to- 
gether, not to drive them apart. Weare to be one family, not split 
into hostile groups warring constantly with one another. Jesus 
Christ is not a Christ who divides; He is the Christ who unites. 
Our divisions attest to the fact that our focus has been that of 
legalism rather than upon Christ. Let us repent! 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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LET'S COMPROMISE 


WiLLIAM PILE 


The hunter raised his rifle and took careful aim ata large bear. 
When about to pull the trigger, the bear spoke in a soft soothing 
voice, "Jsn't it better to taJk than to shoot? What do you want? 
Let‘s negotiate the matter. 


Lowering his rifle, the hunter replied, "I want a fur coat." 
"Good, said the bear, "that is a negotiable request. JI only want 
a full stomach, so let's work out a compromise." 

They sat down to negotiate and after a time the bear walked away 
alone. The negotiations had been successful. The bear had a full 
stomach, and the hunter had his fur coat. 


The fable says it straight: there's no compromising with the 
devil. "Neither give place to the devil," Ephesians 4:27 warns. 
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The pulpits of God's church can never emphasize that reality too 
much! 


But let's make it clear that we're talking about compromising 
with sin, because compromise itself is not a sin in the Bible. 
("There he goes again, off on some meaningless tangent,'' you may 
be thinking. But hear me out. Let's make a deal: I'll write and 
you read. ) 


Once we get through beating up on compromise with sin and Satan, 
or at least find a break in the battle, let's put ina plug for good old 
Christian compromise. Does that couplet startle you? Does it 
sound like a contradiction? Christian compromise hasn't gotten a 
fair shake. It's Biblical, why should we deny it. Some of us have 
trouble shifting from staunchly refusing to compromise with evil to 
lovingly wanting to compromise with our own brethren. That's why 
our own brethren sometimes become our enemies. May not our 
one -dimentional use of the word make us disinclined to compromise 
with each other for the sake of harmony in the Body? 


THE BIBLE ON CHRISTIAN COMPROMISE 


Christian married couples are taught to adjust to one another's 
sexual needs to have a happy marriage. ‘Let the husband fulfill his 
duty to his wife, and likewise also the wife to her husband. The 
wife does not have authority over her own body, but the husband 
does; and likewise also the husband does not have authority over his 
own body, but the wife does. Stop depriving one another, except by 
agreement..." (1 Cor. 7:3-5a). There's a lot of compromising 
implied in Paul's injunction, and any honest married person will 
readily admit to it. 


The apostles and early Jewish believers were asked to compro- 
mise their honest convictions about circumcision for the sake of 
harmony in the church. Acts 15 records the compromise that was 
reached by the apostles and church leaders on an issue that was 
extremely critical to Jewish Christians. The compromise was in 
the favor of non-Jews because circumcision or non-circumcision 
was not an issue of sin and salvation. Call it whatever you wish, 
but call it Christian compromise. And we've got some issues in the 
modern church that ought to be handled just like that was. 


The doctrine of Christian submission to authority over us are 
cautioned to be flexible where they can, and our submission to them 
requires some compromise. Ephesians 5, beginning with verse 21, 
teaches submission, and though the word compromise never appears 
in the entire section (which ends in 6:9), anyone who knows anything 
about human relations knows that accomodation to one another's 
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preferences is a vital ingredient of submission relationships. Even 
bosses (called masters" in the passage) are urged to accede to the 
needs of employees (6:9). That's compromise ~ask any boss! 


Perhaps the most exhaustive discussion of Christian compromise 
is contained in Romans 14 & 15. There Christians are urged to 
harmonize their lives by giving in to one another's convictions of 
conscience instead of adamantly demanding conformity. It's a 
beautiful two-way street, and it is payed with compromise—the God 
ordained kind. In the passage compromise is urged in the following 
ways: quit harshly judging one another; pursue peace instead of 
conformity; accept one another in spite of differences; strive to be 
one~minded. 


Of course Christians compromise! If we didn't we could never 
jive and work together. Let's be proud that we compromise. Let's 
celebrate it. And at the same time, let's be equally uncompro- 
mising with sin and Satan! 


Good News, P.O. Box 31294, Los Angeles, California 90031 
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COPING WITH DIVORCE IN TODAY'S WORLD 


MICHAEL HALL PART 1 


We usually don't mention "divorce" at weddings, but maybe we 
should. The next time you go to a church to attend a wedding re- 
member that the marriage you are witnessing only has a 50% chance 
of enduring two years! Ponder that statistic. It's frightening! 1 


Many marriages are not making it. A great many more are far 
less than what they should be. They are not "things of beauty." 
They do not enrich lives, deepen spirits, develop virtues (patience, 
seif-giving, consideration, gentleness). They are purely utilitarian: 
practical, but empty, shallow and lacking any spiritual fiber. 
There's no true bonding — no deep emotional commitment. 


In today's world commitment is a foreign and alien word. When 
problems stress relationships, when people are frustrated by im- 
perfections, they just call the relationship offt They think it no 
big deal. But without commitment a marriage can't be a rich 
covenant rejationship. Without vowing ‘till death do us part" re- 
lationships can't be beautiful and enduring. Without commitment 
two people can't stand against the forces of ugliness in today's 
world. Uncommitted people merely endure their mates waiting 
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for "something better to come along." How unsacramental! 


True marrying is pairing. 'Marriage’’ in Greek (gameo) means 
"to fit together, to pair.'’ Marrying is bonding — legally, relation- 
ally, spiritually, physically, emotionally, and developmentally. 
It's a sharing deeply; it's the ultimate koinonia. 'Divorce” on the 
other hand, refers to splitting up; it’s a cutting apart, a sending 
away. Divorce disintegrates the covenant and represents a failure 
at bonding. 


No word describes divorce better than "brokenness." In divorce 
there are broken promises, broken hopes, broken values, broken 
expectations, broken emotions, broken lives, and sometimes 
broken children. Statistically, one million American children are 
subjected to the trauma of divorce every year. This frightening 
prospect is one that we must face so that we can apply the gospel’s 
healing. 


Human agony occurs when marriages fail. Many try to be civil 
in the way they handle their divorce, but beneath their cool exterior 
is devastation — emotionally and spiritually. Divorce announces 
failures; two people have failed to be everything they intended to be. 
Nobody in their right mind marries hoping that a divorce will come 
along! Couples marry expecting to experience a deep and intimate 
relationship. In spite of the statistics we all believe that our 
marriage will not fall victim to the percentages. People marry 
because God made us with a need to belong and to love. 


THE CHURCH ~— A PLACE FOR GOOD-NEWS! ? 


We may not like it but the cultural problem of rampant divorce 
isn't going to go away and leave us alone. Numerous forces con- 
tribute to the problem: the breakdown of morals, ever increasing 
sexual temptations, and the glorification of selfishness (hedonism). 
Divorce isn't going to become less of a problem in the years to 
come — it's going to get worse! 


Some churches, instead of helping things, complicate the problem. 
They have no good news for those who have suffered the trauma of 
divorce or for those going through divorce. They have only law and 
an ungracious attitude to offer. Other Christian groups don't 
mean to be negative, but they simply don't know what to say or do. 
The divorced, like any and all other sinners, however, need God's 
good news. Yet all too oftenall they get is condemnation and law. 
“Divorce is wrong! Thou shalt not do it!'' That's like repeatedly 
telling a man with rotten teeth that his teeth are rotten. He knows 
it. 


We all need the "good-news" of the grace of God" (Acts 20:24). 
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This is especially true of those who have suffered the heartache of 
divorce. Preaching law to them doesn't minister grace; it only rubs 
galt into their wounds. It doesn't heal. To quote a verse against 
divorce seldom benefits someone whose marriage has fallen apart! 
The bad news is already known and felt. What's needed is guidance 
about how to pick up the pieces and go on. 


Focusing only on what people should not do leaves us with no 
redemptive word. In our moralizing we demoralize! We offer no 
real hope or healing. Why do we do it? Why do we point the finger, 
accuse, and raise our eyebrows? It makes us feel better! It makes 
us feel righteous and gives us a good excuse for not facing up to the 
problem and deaJing with it. It certainly doesn't minister the good 
news of grace to the hurting. Ministering is more than condemning. 
It's knowing how tu deal with a problem compassionately in the 
spirit of Jesus. 


In spite of the predominance of divorce today, divorce is a taboo 
subject. We condemn it, hoping it will go away. Nor does the 
secular world seriously face the problem. On television sit-coms 
divorce is little more than a joke. The message is, marriage and 
divorce; relationships and sex; they come and they go, no big deal; 
"live and let live." They solve the problem by dismissing it. But 
those of us who follow Jesus know that relationships are important 
and that we must deal with the problem of relationship failure. We 
also know that God's Good~News is his creative power that leads us 
into wholeness (Rom. 1:16). Itts God's answer for life's hurts. To 
be true to Him we must learn to look divorce inthe face and learn 
how to respond to it creatively and Christianly. 


WHAT'S FRAGMENTING PEOPLE SQ BADLY TODAY? 


It's important that we understand the major contributing causes 
of marriage break-ups. Why are so many marriages breaking up? 
Yes "sin" is the culprit —personal, group, and social 'sin'— but 
let's be more specific. 


Permissiveness: "Freedom" has come to mean that all things 
are permitted in America. After all, ''We have our rights!" 'No- 
body is going to tell us what to do!"" And as mora! standards become 
more and more things of the past our tives become more unstable. 
Social disorganization, "throwaway marriages," and the lack of 
family stability inevitably follows. 


Lack Of Moral Fabric; In our day of changing moral values 
(extra - marital affairs, couples living together, homosexuality, 
promiscuous sex) our culture is becoming "morally impoverished” 
(Alexander Solzhenitsyn). Mora! fiber "glues" people together ; 
self-centeredness is divisive. "If something doesn't suit me, I 
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just call it off!'' Commitment makes for trust; the lack of commit- 
ment eats away at marriage Jike a cancer. Toffler (Future Shock) 
predicts that marriages of the future will be seen as temporary 
arrangements with people flowing in and out of relationships. 


Lack Of Mature Love: Mature love is not a heady emotion. It’s 
certainly not the emotion of "romance.'"' Mature love is intentional 
love. Mature love gets up at two in the morning to feed a baby, not 
because the mother particularly ''feels tike it,'' but because she 
knows the baby needs it. Mature love is self-giving It cares about 
the needs of others. It doesn’t demand its rights (I Cor. 13:4-8)! 
It wills and chooses the goed of others. Mature love stands in con- 
trast to the infantilism of self-centeredness. Mature love stays 
faithful in an ongoing commitment and is capable of sacrificing for 
another's well-being. But this kind of love is in short supply today. 


Unresolved Conflicts: The big excuse these days is that 'We're 
just incompatible!" "We have some irreconcilable differences!" 
Usually, however, these are but sophisticated cover-ups for self- 
ishness. The real problem is that we don’t Know how to work out 
differences, communicate effectively, share on the emotional level, 
dea] with our conflicts, or give sacrifically. Some (mis)believe 
that they can cure unhappiness and boredom by divorce. 


Emotional Stresses: Unresolved emotions and emotional tensions 
(anger, stress, discontentment, unforgiveness, bitterness) lie at the 
heart of relationship stresses. That's why it is vital that we teach 
people to Christianize emotions and learn the ‘Art of Handling Our 
Emotions Christianly.'' Unresolved negative emotional tension 
poisons relationships. 


Unpreparedness For Marriage: Many jump into marriage without 
preparation. It’s not uncommon for the groom to spend more time 
buying a new car than preparing for marriage. The resistence to 
pre-marriage counseling is as incredible as it is tragic! Most 
couples do more preparing for the wedding than the marriage. Yet 
pre-marriage counseling is essential lest we jump into it with un- 
realistic expectations, personality problems, emotional hangups. 
lack of communication skills, and perfectionistic ideals. 


Unrealistic Expectations; Common marriage myths include: 
"Marriage wiil solve all my problems." Marriage prevents lone- 


liness."" "Marriage lets me leave home and be an adult." ''Mar- 
riage is an eternal date''! "I can always change him after we're 
married"! ‘Marriage is no big deal; just a piece of paper."’ These 


myths set people up for disillusionment —and that makes the heart 
sick. 


Financial Independence: A generation ago mates stuck it out, 
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learned how to get along, and developed the personality skills 
necessary for healthy marriage because the alternative was so un- 
inviting. But now it's economically feasible for people to break up. 
Women can make it on their own. It's usually tough at first, but it 
is a viable alternative. In biblical times, only men had the privilege 
of divorce. But times have changed. 


Easy Divorce: No Fault Divorce was first instituted in California 
(1970) and now is law in 47 states. This allows for easy divorce. 
Marriages can be dissolved without establishing sufficient reason. 
People who just don't want to be married anymore can escape his 
responsibility. 


Emotional Divorce: ‘Emotional divorce” almost always occurs 
vefore the conflict is so intense that we talk about seeing a lawyer. 
We begin divorcing our mate emotionally. We stop reinforcing, 
encouraging, and caring about each other. We begin undermining 
each other's self-esteem. We withhold our emotions — and that 
prevents bonding. We fail in authentic communication. We hurt 
each other by blaming, insulting remarks, and harshness. We push 
each other farther and farther apart until divorce is merely the 
recognition of what has already happened. _  ~- to be continued 


1 33% possibility of divorce for first marriages, 55% for second, 
75% for third. 
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EDITORIAL — from page 182 


others. Do we believe in the "authority" of scripture? Absolutely! 
However, it all depends on what one means by “authority.” 


The scriptures are authoritative in that they furnish us an accur- 
ate account of the Person of Jesus, his teachings, his death and 
resurrection, and the acts of the apostles afterwards. On the other 
hand, J cannot believe that God intended -for the scriptures to be 
authoritative in every detail of community life and worship. The 
Bible doesn't read that way. If that is what God intended, he would 
have left no doubt about it. He doesn't deal with mankind in the 
abstract. The minutely detailed Law of Moses is a good example 
of this. The New Covenant is not a written document. The New 
Testament (covenant) is not a new Torah. [If the "letter" of the old 
law "kills", then the letter of a new law would do the same thing. 
Paul said that "the written code kills, but the Spirit gives life’ (0 
Cor. 3:6}. Why would one want to appeal to a written code for 
authority if that code "'kills''? 


197 


(17) 


When we understand how that the early church was able to survive 
for two or three centuries before the scriptures were formulated 
into a "bible," we are ina position to learn something about author- 
ity and role of scripture in the church today. When Jesus ascended 
into heaven, did he say to his disciples, ‘When I go I will send you 
another Comforter, the Scriptures"? Doesn't it seem strange that 
Jesus never commissioned any of his disciples to set anything 
down in writing, and that he never wrote anything himself? And 
where did any of the apostles state that their own writings would be 
the supreme taw of the church? Did Paul say that all who are led 
by the Scriptures are the sons of God?” By now you should be able 
to see where we went wrong. Jesus said that he would send another 
Comforter, the Holy Spirit. Paul said that those who are led by the 
Spirit are the sons of God. But we have now assigned Scriptures 
the role that is supposed to be played by the Holy Spirit. How did 
the early church survive without scripture? Because the church 
was "led" by the Holy Spirit rather than by written documents. He 
directed Peter in the conversion of Cornelius. The Holy Spirit 
moved Phillip to join himself to the chariot in the conversion of the 
eunuch. He was instrumental in the conversion of Paul on the 
Damascus road and afterwards directed him in his missionary 
journeys. The Holy Spirit was in charge! 


But with the advent of the "Bible’’ He was retired and sent back 
to heaven. His role in the affairs of mankind was supplanted by the 
scriptures. 


Without a doubt we now look to scripture to do what the Holy Spirit 
did in the beginning of the church, and this is the colossal mistake. 
We cannot depend upon scripture in human hands to guide the church 
through the evils of this world. God did not invest such power in 
frail humanity without the assistance of the Holy Spirit. We simply 
must find a place in the lives of Christians and the church for the 
Holy Spirit to do what He did in the first centuries of the church. 
We are only paying lip service to the power of God not knowing 
where lieth the power. Oh we say that the Holy Spirit “works 
through the word", but no one canreally explain what that means 
nor do we really depend on it. If we did we wouldn't have to rely on 
programs and promotions, on plans, workshops, seminars, and all 
such things to supplement the preaching of the gospel. Preaching 
the gospel once had the power to do what we now entrust to human 
wisdom. 


We reverence the Bible more than the Man of the Bible. When 
we see preacters thump their chests and proclaim that they are 
‘men of the book", it means that their religion is in a book... and 
there it usually stays. Certainly the scriptures have a place in the 
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church. They teach, they exhort and admonish, they witness to the 
greatest story ever told, but they are not “law" nor were they ever 
intended to be. Jesus is our new Torah. He has al! the authority. 
When we “let the words of Christ dwell in us richly" along with the 
indwelling of the Holy Spirit, the power cf God is within us. It is 
not the Bible that "gives" authority but the revelationof the authority 
given to us when we receive Christ. When "these things are written 
that you might believe," we then"have the power to become the sons 
of God" through this belief. On becoming the sons of God we re- 
ceive the “gift of the Holy Spirit" who then guides us into all truth. 
The scriptures inform us and the Holy Spirit leads us. It is a 
mistake to transfer the power of God dwelling within us to a written 
document. 





If this had been God's intent it wouldn't have taken him several 
centuries to gather the writings into a ("biblia’) book. The early 
church grew in leaps and bounds even while suffering persecution. 
The Holy Spirit was at work even among those who had no scripture. 
It would be the same today if we could return the Holy Spirit to His 
rightful place. 


Therefore, let us make distinction between the “word of God" and 
the written form of it. Let us understand the difference between 
the "authority" of Christ and the "scribing”™ of it. And most of all, 
let us understand that our New Covenant is written on the fleshly 
tables of the heart, and not with "pen and ink." 


CHRISTIAN FREEDOM 


"for though I am free from all men, I have made myself a slave 
to all, that I might winthe more. To the Jews I became as a Jew, 
in order to win Jews; to those under the law I became as one under 
the law — though not being myself under the law —that I might win 
those under the law. To those outside the law I became as one 
outside the law — not being without law toward God but under the law 
of Christ —that I might win those outside the iaw. To the weak I 
became weak, that I might win the weak. I have become all things 
to all men, that I might by all means save some. I do it all for the 
sake of the gospel, that I may share in its blessings" (1 Cor. 9:19~ 
23). What Paul is saying here is that he is totally free to do what 
was necessary in order to save souls. Had Paul been deluded by 
the "law of patterns" he could not have such freedom, nor could we. 
The pattern would not have allowed him to do such things as keep- 
ing the laws of Moses concerning circumcision, eating koshered 
food, making vows, keeping the sabbath, etc. — because he knew 
that there was nothing either good or bad in doing such things within 
themselves. The kingdom is not made up of food and drink. He did 
not harm himself in so doing. He was not compromising with evil. 
He did it so as not to offend those who believed in keeping the law, 
so that he might convince them of Christ. Had he offended them he 
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would have lost his audience (why haven't we learned this lesson?). 


When Paul was with those who were outside the law (the Gentiles) 
he also observed their customs. He ate meat offered to idols. He 
no doubt would have dived right into a plate of pork chops — which 
was forbidden under the law. Why did Paul circumcise Timothy but 
refused to circumcise Titus? Because, in the case of Timothy, he 
did so so as not to offend the .""Jews who were in those places" (Acts 
16:3). But the case of Titus was different. It was Jewish Christians 
who insisted on circumcising Titus as a matter of doctrine and so 
that he might be saved, but “to them we did not yield submission 
even for a moment, that the truth of the gospel might be preserved 
for you" (Gal. 2:3-5). The truth of the gospel is that salvationis by 
grace through faith and not through the works of the law. Paul 
would not allow anyone to tamper with the freedom that we have in 
Christ. It is "for freedom" that "Christ has set us free" (Gal. 6:1). 
It is essential that we be free from such restraining laws in order 
to 'become all things to all people’. Yet we, like Paul, are not 
without Jaw to God, for we who are "in Christ" are under the law to 
God as it is personified in Christ. To be “in Christ" is to take on 
the divine nature of Christ and means that we must in all circum- 
stances conduct ourseives as would Christ himself. The loving 
nature of Christ within us is our restraint. This love weuld go to 
great lengths to win those who are unsaved. We must put ourselves 
in the circumstance of the weak so that we may converse and reason 
on the same level. We must see law through the eyes of those who 
are not under law. We must show respect for the religion and 
customs of other people. Only in this way can we win the respect 
of those who need to hear the gospel. 
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EDITORIAL: A WIDENING OF THE GAP 


From this standpoint it has been a good year for the 
church. We have seen progress concerning unity. Better 
relations between Christian Churches and Churches of Christ 
is evident from the several unity forums and seminars held 
throughout the country, with a number of others scheduled 
for the coming year. However, within our own ranks we 
have seen a greater polarization between our "legalistic" 
and "grace" brethren. Ira Rice, Jr. is still darting to and 
fro trying to put out the imaginary fires of "heresy", as he 
sees it, without realizing that he is the one on fire. Salva- 
tion by grace, in the eyes of Ira Rice, is heresy. He was 
instrumental in getting a Mississippi preacher fired for 
teaching that one is saved by the grace of God. I know that 
some will find it hard to believe that some among us would 
do such a thing, but here is an excerpt from Ira’s paper. 


We the undersigned, agree after examining the 
material given us on December 15, 1983, to find 
this material in error. The teacher of this material 
needs to be taught the way of truth more perfectly. 
THE MATERIAL TAUGHT THAT SALVATION BY 
GRACE IS WHAT SAVES US. (my emphasis, rlk) 


The letter is signed by eight supposedly leaders ina near- 
by Mississippi church who was given the material to evalu- 
ate. It appears that this church, so concerned about preach- 
ing 'pure’’ doctrine, has become the most heretical of all. 
No, the word is not “heretical” because heresy does not 
mean false teaching. The word is "apostasy", a departure 
from the faith. 


The word heresy simply means givmg undue emphasis 
to a certain truth to the neglect of other equally important 
truths. It means that a faction develops around the emph- 
sized truth. It means that the group pushing the issue be- 
comes known for its pro or con stand onthe issue. Ina 198l 
article in Verdict magazine, Robert Brinsmead quotes 
William Lincoln as saying, 


Heresy means selected truth; it does not mean 
error; heresy and error are very different things. 
Heresy is truth, but truth pushed into undue impor- 
tance, to the disparagement of the truth upon the 
other side. 


Therefore, what Ira Rice teaches, including all those who 
(turn to page 219) 
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THE TWO COVENANTS 





W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


I find myself a little reluctant to write on the theme I shall 
now address. A number of brethren, some of whom are 
spiritually nearsighted, will surely begin to predict that I 
am leaving the faith. Yet, by ardent examination of my 
heart, I find myself more fully dedicated to Jesus than I 
have ever been. When I first began to preach, as a mere 
lad, I felt that the Christian life was one of conforming toa 
set of divinely-given rules. You either obeyed these, or you 
did not. If you did you were "faithful.'' If you did not we 
withdrew fellowship from you. You were regarded as a 
heathen and a publican. 


I felt that Jesus nailed one law to the cross, and handed 
another one down to the Apostles. [ looked upon their writ- 
ings as a written code. I did not recognize them as love 
letters as I do now. So, in my Zeal I would brow-beat the 
brethren into subjection to my interpretation and understand- 
ing. It was an egotistic joy to hear them say that I was one 
preacher who laid the axe to the root of the trees and told it 
like it was. The sad thing is they did not know what it was. 
Neither did I. Not recognizing that we were as sectarian in 
Spirit as others, I belabored those individuals who were 
reared in another “faith unmercifully. I confused "faith" 
with "system" and did not realize that they were believers 
in the same Lord as myself. Sometimes they were even 
stronger. 


In those days my idea of unity was that everyone would 
have to come tous. SolI proclaimed "the truth" about all of 
the issues and uncompromisingly took my stand. It has only 
been in recent years that I could understand why no one 
wanted to join us. While the Reformed, and Evangelical, and 
Puritan Christian Churches were uniting, we were still 
dividing — over such momentous and world-shaking ideas as 
fermented wine, individual cups and the right to have Sunday 
schools. Others could not see the use of abandoning their 
freedom to stick their heads ina vise operated by someone 
else. 


What was our basic problem? I have long been convinced 
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that in any governmental disorder which may arise there is 
one prime weakness. Of course, there are many others 
which are subsidiary. Men hack and chisel away at them. 
If they got rid of all of them the principal one still exists. 
And the eventual result will be a recurrence of the same 
error. On the other hand, an understanding of the basic 
wrong and its removal will generally guarantee the correc -~- 
tion of the lesser evils. We must determine what philosophy 
we hold which is contrary to the will of God and abandon it. 
Otherwise we will perpetuate it in every congregation we are 
permitted to plant. And such congregations will be like a 
baby born witha malignancy at the time of its delivery. 


Now, after years of study, weeks of meditation, and days 
of observance, I believe that our problem lies in the fact 
that we have turned the one body into a people bound by laws, 
who tend to observe them many times, through fear rather 
than love. We regard the Apostolic letters as a system of 
rules and regulations, to be proclaimed as “divine law." 
But everyone knows that the Constitution is not the law of 
the tand. It is the interpretation of the Courts which is the 
law. And the Supreme Court is the final step in our appeal. 
All law must be interpreted and adjudicated. 


Under the law given by Moses, the high priest was the 
interpreter. He had the Urim and Thummin to assist him. 
These words mean "Lights and Perfections."* When a case 
was presented to the high priest he looked into his breast- 
plate, which was like a large pouch carried upon his chest. 
It contained these two stones. Immediately he has light on 
what had transpired and perfect judgment as to his decision. 
Who wears the Urim and Thummin of today? Do college 
presidents? Do outstanding proclaimers? Do aspiring 
elders? 


All of us know of cases where some of these have thrown 
their weight around “and tried to dictate beyond their scope 
of attention."" But the lowliest disciple has as much right as 
any of them to go to the Book and find the will of God for 
himself. No one has the right to appoint pope, prelate or 
preacher as the official interpreter of God's word. Why? 
Simply because we are not under law but under grace. But, 
will we not have as many interpretations as there are mem- 
bers of the body? That is very unlikely, but suppose we do. 
We are “all one in Christ. '* We "love one another with pure 
hearts fervently." We ‘endeavor to keep the unity of the 
Spirit." 


I come now to a matter which I feel obligated to introduce. 
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Forgive me for writing about it. Most of my readers will 
be attached to what we have come to refer to as "the 
restoration movement." Actually it is "a restoration move- 
ment." It was one of sixteen such movements sparked by 
the Second Great Awakening and kindred ideais. Ours was 
the result of English-speaking individuals. The others 
generally were not. That is the reason we are attached to 
ours. The "pillar and support" of it was "The Declaration 
and Address."' It was written by Thomas Campbell. It is 
one of the most outstanding uninspired documents ever pro- 
duced. You will note the use of the term uninspired. The 
fact that it was makes it liable to criticism. 


And there is one point where I feel such criticism is justi- 
fied. In Proposition 4 of the Address, Mr. Campbell writes, 
"The New Testament is as perfect a constitution for the 
worship, discipline and government of the New Testament 
Church, and as perfect a rule for the particular duties of its 
members, as the Old Testament was for the worship, dis- 
Cipline and government of the Old Testament Church, and 
the particular duties of its members." 


With all the respect I have for Mr. Campbell, and it is 
great, I beg leave to challenge that statement. I believe that, 
in spite of his great allegiance to the Word, he slipped a cog. 
In order to have an economy based upon law, it is essential 
that the law exist first. It is foundational. it should be read 
to all the people. They must know the law to which they are 
subscribing. In the case of Israel, for instance, it is said, 
''And he took the book of the covenant, and read in the audi- 
ence of the people: and they said, All that the Lord hath said 
will we do, and be obedient." 


In the case of the new covenant, it was written not with ink 
but with the Spirit of the living God. It was not written on 
tables of stone, but in fleshly tables of the heart. It is nota 
compilation of the letter, but of the Spirit. The letter kills, 
while the Spirit gives life. In his Calvinistic upbringing, and 
Mr. Campbell said he expected to remain a Calvinist all his 
life, he emphasized the written word. And there are a great 
many Calvinists today who cannot distinguish between the 
Word and the Spirit. ''The Lord is that Spirit: and where the 
Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty." 


The new covenant scriptures were written as circumstan- 
ces demanded. They contain admonitions, corrections and 
encouragement. They also contain thanks for favors given, 
rebukes for sins committed, and reproof for those contem- 
plated. But they also contain lists of brothers and sisters 
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who "labored in the Lord." You will find in them a pre- 
scription for digestive problems, a request to drop by and 
pick up an overcoat, and an appeal to bring some books, and 
the parchments upon which to write more. There was an 
exhortation to come before winter. This is not character- 
istic of a constitution of law with its ‘‘whereases." 


The new covenant scriptures were written over a period 
of many decades. Many of the saints never saw one of the 
books. None of them saw all of them. When the time came 
to gather them into a volume, there were grave disputes 
and many arguments over which ones should be included in 
the canon. It is a good thing that there was no one present 
to argue ‘verbal inspiration" or there would have been "no 
peace in the valley." There were plenty of other things to 
argue about and to divide over, such as the nature of Christ. 


I am now the same age as Alexander Campbell was when 
he died. I love to read about his life. And [ thrill at the 
way he faced death. And Iam resolved to follow "the living 
oracles" as nearly as I can, not asa book of law, but asa 
guideline of life. To me, it is like the white line along the 
highway showing where safety lies. But I never. forget that 
‘I am manifestly declared to be the epistle of Christ" (2 
Corinthians 3:3). 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


“FIVE ITEMS” 


T. WILLIAM DANIEL 


Did God give us a detailed set of "Laws of Worship, ” 
complete with ''Five Items of Worship"? 


If you are brave enough to ask the question in one of our 
congregations. don't be surprised at the reaction. After 
all, it's not nice to ask such questions! We don't even want 
to think about it. It strikes right at the heart of too many of 
our traditions. 


How did we ever arrive at such an idea? And why has it 
become so important to us? Could it have anything to do 
with the way we were first introduced to "the church"? The 
filmstrip made it all soclear. We could escape the damna- 
tion that awaited everyone eise because we were right about 
baptism and the "five items of worship." 
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Someone says, "God told Noah, ''Make the ark out of gopher 
wood. Make it 300 cubits long, 50 cubits wide, and 30 cubits 
high. Pitch it inside and out with pitch.’ Now if Noah had 
decided to make it out of cedar, God wouldn't have Set it 
float and Noah and his family would have died." 


Aside from the unwarranted assumption about how God 
would have responded, the above argument rests solely upon 
the fact that God did give Noah clear, specific, and detailed 
instructions. Had he simply said, "Build an ark,"' then Noah 
could have used whatever ideas of his own that he wanted. 


Another example is the building of the tabernacle. God 
told Moses exactly how he wanted it to be built. He gave 
clear, precise, and detailed instructions. He left no doubt 
about how to build it, or how the temple worship was to be 
performed. 


In all these cases, we have clear instructions. They are 
obvious. They were intended to be laws, and they looked 
like laws. If Someone wanted to know how the temple wor- 
ship was to be performed, all they had to do was to turn to 
where the instructions were given and read the list of laws. 
It was straightforward and clear. 


"That's exactly how it is inthe New Testament, ' someone 
says. ‘We have five authorized items of worship." 


Really? Show me the scripture that says that! Where is 
the scripture where the *'Laws of Worship" are listed? You 
can't find it because it doesn't exist. 


In fact, whenever you do find the idea of worship in the 
New Testament, it is ALWAYS talking about something dif- 
ferent from our so-called five items of worship. 


After Jesus' resurrection, when the woman clasped Jesus' 
feet and "worshipped him" (Mat. 28:9), they did not sing 
three songs, have a prayer, preach, take the Lord's Supper 
and take up an offering! 


The word 'worship'" means to "kiss the feet," to "bow 
low," or throw oneself prostrate" before the one worshiped. 
By extension we can get the idea of any other act that ex- 
presses the attitude that would be expressed by actually 
kissing someone's feet. 


There are no detailed regulations of worship. Neither are 
there any laws that govern exactly what must be done in our 
assemblies. 


We do have one passage that gives some insight into how 
the early church conducted their assemblies. But that is 
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usually rejected in the churches of Christ because it deals 
primarily with spiritual gifts. I am speaking, of course, of 
1 Corinthians 14. It is there that Paul explains that the 
principle of doing things "decently and in order" means that 
everyone should have a chance to participate. But each must 
wait his turn. No more doing everything at the same time! 
We certainly violate that instruction. When was the last 
time you were in a congregation where anyone could bring a 
song or a word of instruction? 


Where do we get our "five items''? 1} Corinthians 14 has 
five items. But by the time you take out the ones that most 
members of the churches of Christ would exclude, you only 
have two left! And that is only if you don't understand the 
song and the "words of instruction" to be spiritual gifts. 


We get our "five items of worship" by stringing together 
unrelated texts, most of which have nothing to do with our 
assemblies. it is purely a historical accident that we came 
up with five. I am told that reason had something to do with 
using the five fingers of the hand as a memory aid in preach- 
ing. Under other circumstances, we could have just as 
easily come up with seven, or four. We could have come up 
with five, but a different five. There are other "items" that 
could have been included with scriptural support. And some 
of the ones we do include are not obviously better choices. 


Take congregational singing, for example. It is not 
commanded. Ephesians 5:19 and Colossians 3:16 are both 
speaking about individual singing. 


Another example is our contribution. There is no scrip- 
tural proof that this was to be a part of the assembly. The 
instruction to "lay by in store" could just as easily mean to 
save systematically at home. Even if they did bring it 
together in one place, by what kind of logic do we classify it 
as "worship" any more than any other part of our Christian 
lives. And what evidence do we have that this special, one 
time event formed a basis for a ritual that was to last for 
all time? Are we really doing it to avoid having a special 
collection when Paul arrives? 


This is not to argue that we should not do these things. I 
am merely trying to show that we have been rather arbitrary 
in our selection of "five items" that somehow have a special 
status of constituting 'worship."" By what accident of history 
have we included these things while omitting such things as 
the "holy kiss" and the "love feast"’? 
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The only way we have been able to get by with limiting our 
assemblies to five items is by keeping track of when our 
"services" officially "open" and "'close."" By such segmen- 
tation we are able to include what some have called our 
“sixth item of worship, '' which is, of course, the announce- 
ments. We also have no trouble with shaking hands and 
"fellowshiping" with others in the aisles after the "close" of 
our assemblies. 


All of these things are good and necessary. By what 
kind of logic can we say they didn't take place “in the 
assembly''? An assembly begins when we assemble (arrive). 
It ends when the last person leaves (when we disassemble). 
It is really strange how we often announce, sometimes sev- 
eral minutes after the organized part of our assembly starts, 
"We will now begin our service." 


Try as one may, he will never find any clear, precise, 
detailed set of instructions about what we are to do in our 
assemblies. "Worship" is to be a way of life. Our whole 
lives are our "spiritual worship" (Rom. 12:1-2). One can no 
more draw up a list of "items of worship" than he can count 
the stars in the sky or the grains of sand on the sea shore. 


Does it matter that we have no detailed instructions for 
worship ? 


Indeed it does! Without clear instructions, we are free to 
do whatever will fulfill the purposes of our assemblies. If 
the New Testament does not define five items of worship, 
then we are not deviating from that pattern if we add other 
items, suchas making announcements or playing an instru- 
ment. 


Jesus declared, ''Believe me, woman, a time is coming 
when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain 
nor in Jerusalem... yet a time is coming and has now come 
when the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit 
and truth" (John 4:21-23). 


There had once been a time when it was highly important 
where one worshiped. Detail had been spelled out clearly. 
If God had wanted to draw up a set of laws to govern worship 
he would have been quite capable of making a clear set of 
laws that could be recognized as such. He didn’t. I think 
there was a reason. 


The time had come when legal specifics were no longer 
the issue. Neither "this mountain" nor Jerusalem were 
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important any more. God is Spirit. The true worshipers 
would truly worship in spirit. 


Why didn’t God give a clear, detailed set of rules like he 
had under the Law of Moses? It wasn't that he was trying 
to make us into lawyers whose job is to uncover a strange 
set of laws, half revealed and half hidden in letters, bio- 
graphy, and prophecy. God didn‘t provide specific regula- 
tions simply because there are none. God wants a people 
who will truly worship in spirit. The specifics he wants are 
in the heart. 


P.O. Box 103, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 
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COPING WITH DIVORCE 
IN TODAY'S WORLD 


DIVORCE PSYCHOLOGY 


MICHAEL HALL PART 2 


Divorce is a kind of death— it's the death of a relationship. 
The divorce decree is a death certificate. It says, '"Some- 
thing good and lovely has died.'' People go through an 
emotional death; that’s the agony of divorce. Divorce is the 
death of a marriage. In divorce, mates stop loving, giving 
Caring, communicating. Yet it’s a death without a final 
burial; a death without a funeral. Unlike being widowed, a 
divorced person can't bury it and walk away from it. This 
has the effect of keeping the pain alive. 


In divorce a person experiences the grief stages of losing 
something very dear (even if there's a lot of anger and 
bitterness). There's an unbelief, shock, anger, fear, denial 
(unreality}, mourning, loneliness, adjustment. When a re- 
lationship turns sour a person feels anger, inadequacy , 
failure, disappointment, and guilt. 


Marriage, since it's a covenant between persons, involves 
a deep psychological bonding. To break this bond mentally 
and emotionally via grief and adjustment takes one to three 
years. During this time a person usually experiences 
loneliness, depression, alienation, and low self-esteem. 
Nearly every divorce undergoes black periods: times of 
doubt, fear, anger, vengeful feelings, and depression. These 
are crazy times emotionally with great emotional ups and 
downs. From wild euphoria to violent hostility, from love 
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for the ex-spouse to hate and bitterness. Numbness is com- 
mon. Divorce strains friendships, spirituality, parenting 
and work. Divorce is tough. 


EVEN GOD UNDERSTANDS COVENANT BREAKING 


God understands this problem! ‘Tt saw that for all the 
adulteries of faithless Israel, I had sent her away and given 
her a writ of divorce'' (Jer. 3:8). God "married" Israel: at 
Sinai he entered a holy covenant and promised to be their 
God. But Israel became unfaithful. For years God sought 
reconciliation sending love messages. He told them of his 
willingness to forgive. But Israel would not. After enduring 
their disloyalty until their heart had become so hard that 
reconciliation was impossible, Yahweh wrote a bill of di- 
vorcement and put Israel away. 


God is divorced! That’s why he understands it. But that's 
not the end of the story; God is also remarried. Through 
Jesus he entered covenant marriage with the new Israel 
(Rom. 7:4; Gal. 6:15). 


Don't misread this: this doesn't legitimize divorce. God 
hates putting away (Mal. 2:14,16). He detests it; it’s an 
abomination to him. Divorce, however, isn't the only thing 
God hates. He hates everything that damages human life, 
that wounds the human spirit, that reduces human potential, 
and that alienates the divine-human relation. God hates 
everything that falls short of his glory; His will is our 
wholeness. 


THE LAW OF MOSES ON DIVORCE 


The Jewish Rabbis were divided into two camps about 
divorce. Shammai's conservative wing held the Torah al- 
lowed for only one cause for divorce~adultery. Hillel's 
liberal wing held the Torah permitted divorce for lots of 
causes. If a wife scorched his food, flirted, was so noisy 
that it disturbed the neighbors, didn't look as nice as other 
women({!), he could "send her away." (Gittin 9, 10; Sifre 
Deut. 269) If he founda more beautiful wife (Nedarim 9:5), 
if the wife was disobedient (Ben Sir. 25:26): if she was child- 
less for ten years (Yebamoth 6:6), he could put her away. If 
she broke the tithing laws, failed to set apart the first part 
of her dough, failed to keep the purification laws, went into 
public streets without a head covering, spun in the streets, 
brawled, etc. 


Where did Jesus stand? The Pharisees wanted to know 
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and put him to the test in Matthew 19- It was a trap; they 
‘tempted" him. "Is it lawful to divorce one's wife for any 
cause ?'' (Mat. 19:3, 4). This was the hermeneutical problem 
between the two schools of rabbis. They argued about Deu’- 
teronomy 24:1-4—Moses' ordinance for the “writing of 
divorce" on the grounds of "uncleanness." 


What is "uncleanness'"? The Hebrew word means "naked- 
ness, that which is unseemly, shameful;" it refers to a 
blemish, something that brings dishonor. Does this word 
limit divorce to adultery or does it include other things? 


For the record, the conservative Pharisees were wrong. 
They limited the writing of divorce to adultery. Yet adultery 
was punishable by death (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:22). So "un- 
cleanness" had to refer to something other than adultery. 
This doesn't exonerate the liberal party, however, for 
Moses' injunction was no license for no-fault divorce. Both 
groups were wrong. 


THE CONFUSION OF TERMS 


In spite of current usage, 'divorce"’ and "putting away" do 
not mean the same thing, although at times they are used as 
synonyms. The Hebrew for putting away (shalach) means "to 
let loose, dismiss, to roam at large, to be abandoned or 
forsaked.'' In the male - dominated culture in the ancient 
world where women had no rights, men often didn't bother 
with divorce. They would just put the woman out! This 
God strongly abhors! (Mal. 2:16 shalach). In that age of 
polygamy, wealthy men often married several women. If 
one became troublesome or argumentative, he would just 
“put her away." 


Divorce (keriythuth), in contrast, means "an excision, a 
cutting’ of the marital bonds. It formally and legally put 
the woman away. 


This distraction is carried over into the New Testament 
scriptures where apoluo (Greek) corresponds to shalach 
(Hebrew "put away"), and apostastion with keriythuth (di- 
divorce). | 


Put Away (apoluo, shalach) means that the woman is put 
away with no rights, no recourse, deprived of the basic right 
to monogamous marriage. Divorce (apostastion, keriythuth) 
meant the marriage was ended and permitted remarriage. 
The Writ of Divorcement made the difference. Kenneth Wust 
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asserts that apoluo should never be translated "divorce" but 
always “dismissed or put away." 


Jesus always forbade "putting away" (apoluo). “He never 
forbade giving apostasion, written divorce, required by Jew- 
ish law" says Walter Callison. But we have come to read 
“divorce” for "putting away" and no longer know the differ- 
ence. Callison says the KJV started the mess. While it 
properly translated apoluo as "put away" in ten out of eleven 
times it appears in the NT, the eleventh it translated it as 
divorce (Mat. 5:32). By mistranslating it as divorce now, 
“tradition has taught us to record ‘divorce' in our minds" 
when we read the words “put away (Divorce, the Law, and 
Jesus). 


JESUS SETS THE PHARISEES STRAIGHT! 


The tricky Pharisees hoped to catch Jesus ona horn of a 
dilemma. ‘Ts it lawful to put away one's wife for any 
cause ?"' This establishes the subject of Matthew 19. It is 
putting away — not marriage or divorce. The question con- 
cerns the lawfulness of putting away a woman for any reason. 
The Pharisees wanted Jesus to commit himself about the 
legitimate grounds for putting away. Is it legitimate to do it 
for any cause or only for adultery ? 


Jesus answered by ignoring their question! He responded 
by talking about the positive purpose and essence of marri- 
age. ‘Have you not read that he who made them from the 
beginning made them male and female, and said, ‘For this 
reason aman shall leave his father and mother and be joined 
to his wife, and the two shall become one... " (Mat. 19:4, 5). 


JesuS as much said, 'Your perspective is messed up. 
Don't approach it from the negative standpoint. Don't look 
for ways of ending a relationship. Be positive, focus on what 
God wants the relationship to be!" They came to discuss 
how they could get rid of their mate. They were interested 
in legal loopholes. Jesus refused to play their game. Jesus 
wanted to save marriages, to make marriages everything 
they could be. "They are no longer two but one. What 
therefore God has joined together, let no man put asunder" 
(19:6). 'Two becoming one" is God's ideal. Asking, "What 
things give me the right to put away my mate?" is a wrong 
orientation. 


Jesus wants us to think about how we can fulfill God's ideal 
of becoming one with our mate! God created man in halves 
(male and female, Gen. 5:11) and plans that we have the 
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wonderous experience of becoming one with our covenant 
partner. This is a great mystery —wonderous and sacra- 
mental (Eph. 5:29). 


But this answer didn't satisfy the Pharisees. He evaded 
their question. So they probed deeper. "Why then did 
Moses command one to give a certificate of divorce, and to 
put. her away?" (19:7). They as much said, "Explain Deu- 
teronomy 24. What's the reason for Moses’ command? 
Deal with the Mosaic dictate." They called his hand about 
evading their question. "The book commands a writ of di- 
vorce. What about that, Jesus?" 


Jesus granted the exception. "For your hardness of heart 
Moses allowed you to divorce your wives, but from the be- 
ginning it was not so” (19:8). Divorce must always be sec-~ 
ondary. It is never God's planfor us. ''From the beginning 
it was not so." Plan A is that our marriages be holy and 
intimate. Moses’ 'Writ of Divorce" is at best Plan B. 


Deuteronomy 24 legislates where there’s human failure. 
It's for people who fail in love, for men who become insen- 
sitive and hard hearted. It prevents hard-hearted man from 
unilaterally putting away his wife. In Patriarchal societies 
men would do that and not bother with a legal divorce. But 
that left the woman without any recourse. She would be 
deprived of a husband and without the right to remarry. 


Moses’ legislation redressed this issue and gave the 
woman some rights. The Writ forced the man to put his 
wife away formally —the legal divorce —so that she could 
get on with her life. This made him more responsible. For 
in properly putting her away with the legal Writ she could 
remarry. Then there was another restraint. If it came to 
that, her first husband could never take her back if he had 
a change of heart! (Deut. 24:1-4). The Bible warns that he 
who puts away his wife and marries another shall not go 
back to his or her first mate is evidence of God's wisdom 
and illustrates with the life of David. 


David learned ‘by bitter experience that God was right 
when he said not to take back the former companion. David's 
first wife was Michal, Saul's daughter. When David fled 
from Saul, Saul took Michal and married her to a man named 
Paltied. About ten years pass and David, now king, sends 
Abner to take Michal by force and bring her back to David. 
The story ends with David and Michal hating each other, and 
David refuses to live with her as his wife (1 Sam. 25:44; 
Sam. 3:16; 6:23). Jesus never told a divorced person to 
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dissolve his marriage and return to his first mate. He had 
such an opportunity when he was speaking to the woman at 
the well! But he didn't! 


What's worse than divorce? The hardening of hearts! 
When human spirits become hard and embittered, people do 
terrible things. Men beat and abuse their wives; wives 
poison men. Murderous rage arise in hearts. Children are 
abused. People commit suicide. Deuteronomy 24 is design- 
ed to prevent these things. It's God’s admission that there 
are less than ideal situations in life, that people fail, that 
the human spirit becomes hard, and that women have rights 
too. It's a recognition that marriage is made for man, not 
man for marriage. Marriage is not the ultimate object of 
God’s concern — people are! Marriage is designed to serve 
people. But when men and woman become so hardened and 
embittered that they hurt each other more and more, some- 
thing worse than divorce occurs: hateful, bitter, sour, hard- 
ened hearts! 


Moses' Writ of Divorce deters divorce. It's "divine red 
tape" that slows down the process. It prevents the male 
from throwing their wives out in the street. Women may 
have been "second class" in those cultures, but the male had 
to go through proper channels. This was an act of mercy 
for women in a patriarchal society. God didn't plan for 
divorce (never "willed" it), yet he tolerates it. -—continued 
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eG ee — 
CONCERNING 


An Unbearable Yoke 
RAY DOWNEN 


Many Christians are rejoicing today as they see increasing 
signs of mutual love between some members of noninstru- 
mental Churches of Christ and some members of instrumen - 
tal Christian Churches/Churches of Christ. 


Naturally, others look upon the current unity movement as 
a deadly danger to truth. They feel that their distinctive 
view of truth may get lost in the shuffle somehow. What do 
you think — CAN unity only happen at the expense of truth? 


Edwin Hayden suggests, in a 6/23/86 Christian Standard 
article titled "An Unbearable Yoke", that what has prompted 
the disunity this past 100 years and more is not truth but 
rather a misunderstanding of truth. He tells of a “unity 
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meeting" he got to attend in Tulsa in March 1985 and how 
find the fellowship and singing were there. He says, 


"I appreciate what I found in the person of the 'a cappella’ 
brethren. Those we met were Christian in faith and in con- 
duct — friendly, hospitable, earnest, and obviously sincere 
in their convictions. Among themselves there were varia- 
tions in the intensity with which they held their special 
doctrine (‘special doctrine" includes an anti-instrument law 
not found in God's Word — Ray) and the manner in which they 
applied it, but they recognized with us that any significant 
approach to Christian unity must rest in the person of Jesus 
Christ as Lord.” 


Bro. Hayden, as mentioned, enjoyed the singing of the 
group which was led by men from non- instrumental Churches 
of Christ. He reports, 


"TJ enjoyed their manner of singing! Not using piano, organ, 
or guitar, they make skillful use of other means —also not 
directed nor described in the New Testament —to achieve 
enjoyable and inspiring results. Their hymnbooks are 
printed with musical notes (a procedure vigorously opposed 
by Alexander Campbell and some of my Hayden ancestors in 
the Restoration Movement), and their notes are printed in 
seven different shapes to distinguish among the notes in the 
musical scale." 


In commenting upon the uninspired hymnals, Bro. Hayden 
does not imply that he in any way shares his ancestors an-~ 
tipathy to such "unauthorized aids". He remarks, 


"The singers we heard were obviously well schooled in 
harmonious parts - singing, not at all bothered by the fact 
that all singing until the Middle Ages was done in unison, 
without the invasion of bass, tenor or alto tones." 


How about that? Not only the printed musical notes, but 
also the parts-singing is different from church music of the 
Ist century! Since this is a difference we seldom think 
about, I urge you to thoughtfully consider whether you should 
be willing to give further support to the practice of singing 
musical parts (harmony), which practice "is foreign to the 
New Testament church..." 


Departing from his usual practive of avoiding even light 
sarcasm in order to avoid offense, Bro. Hayden suggests, 


"Perhaps the a-cappella brethren have developed a special 
skill because their innovations are incorporated within the 
Singing itself ~albeit suitably amplified by electronic means 
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for larger auditoriums. [ like to sing with them." 


It is unusual for anti-instrumentalists to refer to our use 
of musical instruments as "innovations". When was the first 
use of four-part harmony in church singing? Is it any less 
an innovation than the use of musical instruments which 
were at God's direction used in temple worship hundreds of 
years before Jesus came to earth? What do you think? 


Bro. Hayden, as I do, likes to sing with good singers such 
as the good brethren he met inTulsa at Garnett Road Church 
of Christ. However, he adds, 


"I found real trouble, though, when these brethren set 
forth —quite insistently —the theory of Scriptural interpre- 
tation on which they base their practice. Quite simply, they 
urge that every affirmative command is also negative; it 
forbids not only the opposite of what is commanded, but it 
forbids doing anything that is not commanded to be done. 
When these brethren say, 'Where the Bible speaks we speak, 
and where the Bible is silent we are silent,’ they mean, 
"Where the Bible commands we must command; and where 
the Bible does not command WE MUST FORBID'." 


Applied to Christian music, Bro. Hayden suggests that the 
"silence forbids" theory comes out as, 'The New Testament 
commands Christians to sing; and since it does not command 
instrumental accompaniment to the singing, we must forbid 
it*’. 


This unusual theory, that everything not required by God 
is forbidden by God, leads to chaos. But Bro. Hayden may 
not be entirely right in comparing the present legalism to 
that which Peter described as being, ‘'a yoke upon the neck 
of the disciples, which neither our fathers nor we were able 
to bear" (Acts 15:10). 


Can we, or should we, attempt to bear burdens not put 
upon us by God? Are we responsible to keep every law men 
may make in efforts to 'make the gospel message more 
clear" or to bring it up-to-date? 


In present radical Church of Christ journals, I read of 
several specific laws they urge upon the brethren in being 
necessary inferences, since they are surely not stated in 
the Word. These include a "law of authority", a "law of 
silence",and related rules which form the "special! doctrine” 
which mark them as a particular group of believers. 
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Bro. Hayden suggests that most who are active in the 
noninstrumental Church of Christ do hold to these unscrip- 
tural laws and base their thinking and action upon them, 
even while they realize the fact that our Lord wants us one 
and these (human) laws we refuse to observe that keep us 
apart. 


Caring brethren of the noninstrumental churches feel deep 
sorrow for the continuing splits among them which further 
extension of their special doctrines leadto. Christ's gospel 
produces unity. Perhaps it is time for greater love for 
revealed truth rather than human speculation as to what God 
may have meant by silence in some matters! 


Bro. Hayden writes, "Prohibition-by-silence is obviously 
not a unitive principle. To me, it seems impossible to apply 
without total confusion. I keep hearing echoes of what the 
apostle Peter said about the Old Testament law as applied to 
New Testament Christinaity..." As earlier mentioned, re- 
ligious laws not from God are an “unbearable yoke" for 
Christians. Those who seek unity do not do well to look for 
it in human creeds or regulations, but rather in the Lord 
and His Word. 


How sincerely we do desire unity with all who also love 
Jesus and seek to serve Him. Bro. Hayden's testimony in 
"An Unbearable Yoke" as to the continuing disruptive effect 
of these unscriptural "laws" adds to the evidence that all 
Christians should avoid loyalty to religious "laws" which are 
based on human inferences rather than being found in the 
Word of God. 


The "law of silence”, and the "law of authority", and the 
"anti-~instrument law'' hang together. Since none are from 
God, and since they disrupt the peace which God desires for 
His church, they should be disregarded while we seek for 
truths from God which will bring us together and keep us 
together because we love Him who is author of all truth. 


P.O. Box 1065, Joplin, Missouri 64802 





It doesn't seem possible that it's that time of year again. 
What happened to the last twelve months? It seems we don't 
quite get over one year-end event until the next one is upon 
us. Anyway, Merry Christmas. We want to thank all of you 
who have supported us in this past year, with letters, calls, 
visits, and yes, contributions. May we ask that you continue 
to uphold us in the coming year. - Editor 
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EDITORIAL: - from page 203 


subscribe to his brand of theology, is not heresy because 
heresy is truth. To say that man is saved by faith PLUS 
works is what saves is false and therefore the word is 
"apostasy". That may sound rather harsh, being this close 
to Christmas, but the refutation of this kind of theology won't 
wait until January. God is dishonored when man assumes 
part of the credit for his salvation. It robs God of the glory 
that is due to him. This is the kind of sin committed by 
Moses and Aaron that kept them out of the land of Caanan. 
It is the sin of the Pharisees who placed such stress upon 
the merit of law keeping. 


Now, what is this teaching that got the Mississippi brother 
in trouble? Ira did not include anything from the preacher 
himself, but he said that what he preached was what he had 
learned at the I.B.C. (college) in Florence, Alabama. Ira 
then printed an article written by one of the teachers at IBC 
explaining what he taught. 


-+eOf course, when Paul uses the Law of Moses in 
his discussions, he is using it as an illustration of 
the principle of any law. This means that the doing 
away of the law of Moses was much more than just 
the annulling of a specific law. It was the annulling 
of the principle of law, the method of law as a 
means of salvation, or the very essence of law as a 
means of justification. Be especially alert through- 
out the book of Galatians and throughout Romans as 
you study the fact that the law cannot save, but that 
man is saved by grace apart from law, that is, 
apart from any law which he might have would bring 
him salvation... 


Never has the truth of God been spoken with greater clarity. 
And yet he has said nothing that Paul didn't make just as 
clear nearly two thousand years ago. Why these points are 
not understood has to be attributed to "willful ignorance". 
Listen to Paul in Romans. "For no human being will be 
justified in his sight by works of the law..." (3:20). "But 
now the righteousness of God has been manifested apart 
from law (note the absence of the definite article), although 
the Jaw (of Moses) and the prophets bear witness to it (3:21). 


All will agree that we are not saved by the law of Moses 
but, as the brother said in the excerpt above, Paul was lay- 
ing down a principle when he denounced law as a means of 
salvation. What is this principle? (back cover) 
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Then what becomes of our boasting? It is excluded. 
On what principle? On the principle of works? No 
but on the principle of faith. For we hold that a 
man is justified by faith apart from works of law 
@Qomans 3:27, 28). 


Boasting is excluded on the principle of faith because no 
one works to achieve faith. If one didn’t work for faith then 
he can't boast about it. Faith excludes human merit. Faith 
is a gift of God inherent in the gospel (Rom. 10:17). But if 
man is saved by faith PLUS works he can boast of his own 
accomplishment. Paul made this abundantly clear when he 
said, ‘For by grace you have been saved through faith; and 
this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God — not because 
of works, lest any man shouid boast" (Eph. 2:8,9). But in 
spite of the clarity of the subject, preachers are still betng 
fired and some disfellowshipped because they teach that God 
saves by grace. To reject the teaching of salvation by grace 
has to mean a denial of the grace of God. Who are these 
people? ‘These are the people who set up divisions, be- 
cause they are fleshly, and do not possess the Spirit (Jude 
17,18). May God help them to overcome such ignorance! 
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